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AND 

LOBDS  OP  HER  MAJESTY'S  MOST  HONOURABLE 

PRIVY  COUNCIL. 


THE    HONOURABLE   FRANgOIS   EVAN-  )  ^  J.c* 

ntTTT>T^r  }  Defendant  ; 

TUREL I  '       1874 


AND  JtifM  25,  26'; 

DAME   EMILIE  MALVINA  EVANTUREL,  I  ^— 

rfwVfiDOUARDREMILLARD |  I'laintiiito. 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH  POR  THE 
PROVINCE  OP  QUEBEC,  CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

Forfeiture — Conditional  Legacy — Legatee  prohibited  from  contesting  the  WiU, 

A  teBtatrix,  by  her  will  dated  the  18th  of  May,  1861,  gave  the  usufruct  of 
her  estate  to  her  son,  the  Appellant,  chaiged  with  certain  annuities  in  favour 
of  her  daughters  and  sisters,  subject  to  the  following  condition : — 

**  Je  veux  et  ordonne  et  ma  voUmti  expresse  est  que  si  mes  dites  fiUes^  ou 
aucune  d^eOes^  venait  h  fairs  soit  directement  ou  indireetement  auoune  de^ 
marc^  qwikanqvus  pour  eontester  mon  prAent  testament,  qu^alors  et  dans  ce 
cos  mes  dites  JUles,  ou  aucune  d^dles  qui  voudraient  ainsi  ehereher  a  eontester 
mon  prAent  testament^  soientpriv^  ou  soit  privSe  de  tous  droits  quelconques 
dans  ma  dite  succession^  etdela  rente  viagh^  susdite^  et  que  quant  ^  cdles  ou 
eeUe  qui  voudrait  eontester  mon  dit  testament,  le  legs  h  eUe  fait  de  la  dite 
rente  soit  non  avenu  et  caduc;  oar  telle  est  mon  intention  expressed* 

One  of  the  said  daughters,  her  husband  being  co-plaintiff  with  her  pro 


•  Pretend:— StB  James  W.Colvile,  Sib  Babnes  Peacock,  Snt  Mootaqub 
B.  BxTTH,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 
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J.  0.  formd^  by  protiacted  litigatioiiy  unsuccessfully  impugned  the  said  will,  as 

1874  ^^^  having  been  duly  executed,  and  as  having  been  obtained  by  fraud  and 

"^"^  captation,  and  undue  influence  of  the  Appellant.    They  obtained  a  decree  of 

Etantubkl  tjjg  Superior  Court,  avoiding  the  will  on  the  ground  of  informal  execution, 

EvAMTUBEL.  which  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench;  the  Superior  Court 

then  on  remand  dismissed  the  suit»  having  decided  the  issues  as  to  fraud 

and  undue  influence  against  thenu  Those  issues  were  finally  abandoned  by 
their  counsel  in  oral  argument  before  the  PHvy  Council 

In  an  action  brought  thereafter  by  the  Respondents  (the  said  daughter  and 
her  husband)  to  recover  from  the  Appellant^  in  respect  of  the  annuity  charged 
upon  the  estate  as  above,  in  which  the  Appellant  pleaded  a  forfeiture  thereof 
by  the  female  Respondent  under  the  penal  clause  by  reason  of  said  liti- 
gation ^— 

HM^  firstly,  that  on  the  evidence  the  suit  which  impugned  the  will  was 
the  suit  of  the  wife,  acting  as  a  free  agent,  in  respect  of  her  separate  chose 
in  action : 

Secondly,  that  whether  or  not  such  penal  condition  attaches,  if  the  con- 
testing l^tee  desists  from  impugning  the  will  before  **fugement  d^nUif^ 
the  Superior  Court's  decree  of  dismissal  was  such  **jugement  cUffiniti/** 

Thirdly,  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  clause,  it  was 
neither  void  for  uncertainty,  nor  contrary  to  good  morals,  nor  prohibited  by 
any  positive  law,  nor  contrary  to  public  policy  : 

The  760th  and  8dlst  articles  of  the  CivU  Code  qf  Canada^  must  be  read 
together ;  and  by  virtue  of  their  provisions  all  conditions  in  a  will,  unless 
according  to  the  plain  meaning  and  intention  of  the  testator  they  be  contrary 
to  law,  public  order,  or  good  morals  are  efifeotive,  and  cannot  be  r^arded  as 
minatory  only,  or  dependent  for  their  application  upon  the  discretion  of  the 
Court,  Such  discretion  is  not  conferred  upon  the  Courts  by  the  Code,  and 
though  exercised  by  the  old  French  Parliaments,  has  been  since  authorita- 
tively condenmed  and  repudiated. 

Such  a  condition  as  that  contained  in  the  said  penal  clause  can  only,  in 
practice,  be  applied  where  a  will  has  been  unsuccessfiilly  contested,  and 
would,  therefore,  be  ineffective  to  protect  an  illegal  disposition,  or  to  render 
operative  an  invalid  testament.  It  is  not  against  public  order  for  a  testator 
to  protect  his  estate  and  representative  against  unsuccessful  attempts  to 
litigate  his  wiU. 

SenMe,  under  English  Law  effect  is  given  to  a  condition  of  forfeiture  so 
long  as  it  is  a  eondUio  rei  IteHcB^  if  there  is  a  gift  over  on  breach  thereof. 

Cooke  v.  Turner  (1)  approved* 

xHE  main  question  decided  in  this  appeal  was  as  to  the  validity 
and  legal  effect  of  a  penal  clause  contained  in  the  will  of  one  Dame 
Marie  Anne  Bedard^  the  widow  of  Franfoia  Evanturel,  which  was 
in  the  following  terms : — 

*'Je  vetM  ei  ordonne  el  ma  vdonU  expresee  est  que  ei  mes  diies 
(1)  15  M.  d?  W.  727 
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j/i2Ze8,  ou  aucune  ffdles,  venaU  a /aire  sait  direetemerU  ou  indirect'       J.  c. 
mewt  {Mucune  demarche  queleonque  pour  eonteeter  men  prSserU  testa-        1874 
mefdy  qu^ahn  et  dans  ee  cos  mes  dites  fUes,  ou  aueune  WeUes  evantubsi. 
qai  vaudraient  ainsi  ehereher  a  eorUester  num  prSsent  testament^  Kvaktubel 

soient  ftivies  ou  saii  frivSe  de  tow  droits  queloonques  dans  nia  dite       

euceesnonf  etdela  rente  viagere  susdite,  et  que  quant  a  eeOes  ou  eeOe 
qui  voudrait  contester  mon  dit  testament^  le  legs  a  die  fait  de  la  dite 
rente  soit  non  avenu  et  eadue  ;  ear  telle  eet  mon  intention  ea^esse.'' 

Assaming  it  to  be  operative,  the  further  question  arose,  whether 
the  female  Bespondent,  Dame  EmUie  MdMna  BemUhrd,  nee 
Evaniurdf  a  daughter  of  the  testatrix,  had  thereunder  forfeited 
her  light  to  an  annuity  granted  to  her  under  the  will,  inasmuch 
as  she,  in  conjunction  with  her  husband,  had  contested  the  validity 
and  due  execution  of  that  will,  in  a  suit  instituted  by  them  to 
obtain  a  share  of  the  succession  as  in  case  of  intestacy.  The 
decision  of  this  latter  question  turned  upon  the  nature  of  that 
suit  and  the  part  taken  by  the.female  Bespondent  therein. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  above  questions  arose, 
together  with  a  history  of  the  litigation  in  which  the  said  will  was 
disputed,  are  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lord- 
ships, and  need  not  be  repeated  here.  The  final  decision  in  favour 
of  the  validity  of  the  will  was  pronounced  by  Her  Majesty  in 
Council,  in  the  month  of  March,  1869,  in  the  case  of  Evanturel  v. 
Evanlwrel  (1). 

The  action  in  which  this  appeal  was  made  was  thereafter  com- 
menced on  the  28th  of  December,  1869,  by  the  Eespondents  in 
the  Superior  Court  for  the  Province  of  Qwhee  in  the  Dominion 
of  Canada,  in  order  to  recover  the  arrears  with  interest  of  the 
annuity  from  the  Appellant^  on  whose  estate  derived  imder  the 
will  the  same  was  charged. 

The  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  (Tasehereau^  J.)  decreed  in 
faTonr  of  the  Bespondents,  with  costs.  On  the  7th  of  December, 
1871,  the  ftdl  bench  of  the  Superior  Court  {MeredOh,  C J.,  and 
BoeeS,  J.,  dissentienie  Taschereau,  J.)  reversed  this  decision,  and 
dismissed  the  action. 

(1)  Rqwrted  in  Moore's  P.  C.  Gases,  vol.  vi.  (N.S.)  76 ;  and  Law  Rep. 
2  P.  C.  462. 
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J.  0.  The  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice  Meredith  coutains  the  fol*^ 

1874       lowing  discussion  of  the  French  authorities  upon  the  question 

EvANTUBBL  whothcr  the  penal  clause  ahove  set   out  is  contrary  to  public 

«•         order: — 
Eyaktubel. 

"  It  needs  no  argument  to  shew  that  if  a  will  from  any  cause- 
whatever  be  null,  it  could  not  be  made  operative  by  a  penal  clause ; 
and  it  is  equally  clear  that  a  legacy  prohibited  by  law  could  not  be 
shielded  by  a  penal  clause ;  but  I  know  of  no  authority  or  argu-^ 
ment  which  would  justify  me  in  saying  that  a  penal  clause,  such 
as  that  now  under  consideration,  may  not  lawfully  be  made  use  of 
for  the  protection  of  a  legal  will  or  bequest  Indeed,  the  learned 
writers  cited  in  support  of  the  judgment  under  review  establish 
beyond  doubt  the  distinction  to  which  I  have  adverted. 

'^  Merlin,  the  first  of  the  authors  cited  in  support  of  the  judgment 
under  review,  expresses  himself  as  follows :  '  Eneore  une  foia,  les 
disporitiom  pinoles  n'ant  rien  que  de  vcdahle,  de  legitime  et  de  con^ 
forme  aux  prineipes  de  noire  jurisprudence  ;  mais  eeUe  regie  admet 
les  memee  exeepiiona  que  eeUe  qui  atdorise  un  testateur  a  disposer  sons 
ielles  conditions  qu*il  trouve  a  propos.  Oomme  on  ryette,dans  les  dis- 
positions eonditionneUes  tout  ee  qui  est  ou  impossible  ou  contraire  aux^ 
bonnes  moeurs  ou  dSfendu  par  les  his,  il  faut  pareiUement  rejeter  et 
regarder  comme  non-eorites  les  clauses  pencUes  qui  ontpour  ohjet  de^- 
faits  au^lessus  de  la  capacite  de  rhomme,  deshonnetes  ou  prohibSs* 
Merlin,  Bep.  vol  xxiii.  p.  117  (tit.  ''Peine  Test.,"  No.  V.)  And  at 
the  following  page  the  same  writer  says :  *  Le  fait  sur  Uquel  roule 
la  peine,  est-il  licite  et  possible  ou  ne  Test-U  pas  ?  Dans  la  premiere 
hypothese  la  disposition  est  valahle,  dans  la  seoonde  eUe  est  nuUe  et 
considerSe  comme  non-eerite*    Merlin,  Bep.  vol.  xxiii.  p.  118. 

**  Pothier  is  the  second  author  cited  in  support  of  the  judgment, 
and  that  great  jurist  expresses  himself  as  follows :  '  Au  reste,  it 
fallait  enceeas  examiner  avec  grand  soin  quelle  avaii  He  la  volonte 
du  testateur,  et  si  effedivement  sa  vue  prindpaJe  avait  ete  de  punir- 
TMritier  par  le  legs  dont  il  le  grevait,  ou  simplemerU  d^apposer  une 
simple  condition  a  ee  legs ;  car,  comme  ditlaloi,2  ff.  de  his  quae  pcen. 
cau£r.  poBuam  a  conditione  voluntas  testatoris  separat.  Justinien  w 
dhroge  Tancien  droit,  et  a  admis  les  legs  poense  causa,  dans  le  cos  oh 
rhSriiier  ferait  ou  ne  ferait  pas  quelque  chose,  pourvu  que  la  chose 
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iqiie  le  iettateur  ordonnerait  ne  fui  paa  una  chose  coniraire  a^  Thon-  J.  0. 
n&eU  publiqiAe  ou  aux  his.  L.  un.  cod.  de  his  qusB  poen.  cans.'  1874 
Pothier,  vol.  vi.  p.  321.  EvAOTrasL 

"  FurffoUf  the  third  author  whose  opinion  is  given  in  support  bvantubel. 
•of  the  judgment,  refers  expressly  to  the  case  when  a  will  is  null,  — 
*par  qudque  dSfaut  de  farmalitS*  so  that  the  passage  quoted  has 
no  bearing  upon  a  case  such  as  the  present  where  the  will  is 
in  all  respects  unobjectionable.  What  FwrgoU  does  say  (accord- 
ing to  my  view)  bearing  upon  the  present  case,  is  this :  *  lieffet 
de  la  charge  au  condiiion  de  ne  point  trotMer  un  Ugaiaire  ou, 
4m  co-JiirUier,  a  peine  de  privaiion  de  la  ItMralitS  faite  d  cdui 
augud  la  condiiion  a  eU  impoeee^  doit  etre  regUe  eur  lee  prineipee 
-que  nous  avons  StMis.  Cette  condition  o-t-eBe  un  mauvais  motif  t 
A4-dle  pour  fondement  un  fait  prohibS  par  la  hi  ou  eontraire 
aux  tonnes  mosurs  ?  U  faut  la  rejeter  sans  balancer.  Mais  au 
'Canlraire,  ort-elle  un  motif  juste,  raisannMe,  ou  un  faii  qui  n*a 
Tien  de  eontraire  aux  lots  ni  aux  lonnes  mosurs  f  U  faut  Texiev£er 
et  lui  faire  opSrer  tout  Teffet  que  le  testateur  y  a  attachS,  et  de  la 
maniere  qu^il  Ta  ordonnS;  parce  qu*une  telle  condition  n^affectepas 
moins  la  libiraliti  a  laqueUe  elle  est  attaehie  que  les  autres  espices  de 
conditions  auaoquelles  la  hi  fait  operer  leur  effet  de  plein  droit,  ainsi 
que  nous  Tavons  expiique  au  tome  2,  chap.  7,  sect.  4,  nomhre  113  et 
-suivantsJ  *Voild  pourquoi  on  ne  doit  avoir  aucun  egard  a  V opinion 
de  quelques  auteurs  qui  ont  prdtendu  que  ces  sortes  de  clauses  ne 
devaient  operer  aucun  effet,  ou  qui  ont  si  fort  resserre  leur  effet  par 
des  restrictions  ou  des  limitations  qu'dhs  deviennent  pfesquHnuiiles, 
jparee  que  les  sentiments  de  ces  auteurs  sont  vistblement  contraires 
aux  veritahles  rigles*  Furgole,  vol.  iv.  p.  213.  And  at  p.  207  the 
writer,  in  a  few  words,  places  the  matter  in  a  very  clear  light : 
'*  Toutes  les  difficultes  sur  la  mutiere  des  dispositions  pinoles  se  ridui- 
sent  a  ce  point  vertical  et  dScisif:  ou  lefait  qui  sert  de  fondement  a 
la  peine  est  lieite  etpossiUe,  ou  ne  Vest  pas  ;  au  premier  cos  la  dis- 
jposUion  est  vaJabh  et  efficaoe,  au  second  cos  eUe  est  inulih  et  consider ee 
eomme  non-icriteJ* 

"  The  only  other  authority  from  the  old  law  quoted  in  support  of 
the  judgment  is  a  passage  from  Bosseau  de  Lacombe^  and  in  the 
following  number  the  writer  says :   '  Mais  T apposition  de  la  peine 
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J.  0.       est  permise  pour  soutenir  une  disposition  lidte  en  sa  forme  et  ensa 
1874       substance,  et  pour  empecher  un  obstacle  injuste  a  sa  disposition  Ueite* 
EvAJiTUBKL   ^osseau  de  Laconibe,  p.  745* 

EvANTUBiL.       "  ^  ^^^  P^^  ^  ^^®  consideration  of  the  modem  French  authori- 
—       ties  bearing  upon  this  point,  and  these  authorities  also  I  find  I 
cannot  view  in  the  light  in  which  they  have  been  regarded  in  the 
judgment  under  consideration. 

"The  opinion  of  Larombiere  is  referred  to  in  that  judgment  as^ 
follows :  ^  M.  Larombiere,  en  son  Sme  volume  de  la  ThSorie  des  OhH- 
ffoiions,  No.  3  dp.  3,  nous  dit,  qu'une  telle  dause  est  frappSe  d^ime 
milliiS  radicale  et  ahsolue,  eomme  contraire  aux  his,  aux  bonnes 
mosurs,  ou  a  Tordre  publio,  et  que  le  maintien  d'une  telle  douse  aurait 
pour  resuUai  indired  de  maintenir  des  dispositions  nuHes  et 
de  /aire  frauds  a  la  hi.  B  fait  eependant  subordonner  h  rejet 
de  la  clause  pSnah  au  succes  du  contesta/nt,  qui,  dit-U,  plaide  a  ses- 
risques  etquine  hfaii  impwiSment  qu*d  la  condition  de  gagner  son 
proces! 

'^  The  passage  in  Larombiere  which  seems  to  be  referred  to  in  the 
judgment  is  in  the  following  terms :  *  H  eonvient  alors  d^appliquer 
les  dispositions  de  Tartide  900  aitx  daises  par  lesqudles  un  donateur 
ou  un  testaiewr  enjoint  a  ses  heriiiers,  donataires  ou  legataires,  de 
respecter  ses  liberaiites,  et  de  ne  pas  attaquer  Tade  qui  les  contient, 
sous  peine  cCitre  dechus  de  tous  les  droits  suivant  lesquds  Us  ont  Ste 
appdis  a  y  participer.  La  dause  pSnale  sera  par  suite  riputee  non- 
ierUe,  comm^  h  serait  la  condition  simpU  hrsqu'eUe  aura  pour  chjet 
d* assurer  T execution  d^une  disposition  qui  edfrappSe  d!une  nuHUe 
radicale  d  absolue,  comme  contraire  aux  his,  aux  moeurs,  ou  a  Tordre 
publicJ 

^  The  meaning  of  this  passage,  as  I  understand,  is  not,  as  the 
judgment  supposes,  that  such  a  clause  is  radically  null  as  being 
contrary  to  law,  good  morals,  and  public  order,  but  that  such  a 
clause  is  to  be  deemed  null,  '  non-ecrite,  lorsqu*elh  aura  pour  dbjd 
d^assurer  Texecution  d'une  disposition  qui  ed  f rappee  d^u/ne  nullite 
radieaU  et  absdue,  comme  contraire  aux  his,  aux  mosurs,  ou  a  Tordre 
public*    Larombiere,  vol.  iii.  p.  3. 

"  Therefore  it  is  plain  that  what  is  spoken  of  by  the  author  as 
being  contrary  to  law  and  good  morals  is  not,  as  the  judgment 
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under  yie  w  supposes,  the  penal  clause,  bat  the  illegal  object  sought       J.  a 
to  be  enforced  or  protected  by  such  a  clause.  187* 

**  The  commencement  of  the  same  number  shews  beyond  doubt 
that  LarambCere  is  of  opinion  that  the  introduction  of  a  clause 
such  as  that  in  question  in  a  will  is  peifectly  legitimate. 

"*La  stifuUxtum  Swm  dauae  pindle  petU  avoir  lieu  dans  un 
iedameniaussihienquedamuneontrai.  La  volonU  du  ieUateur 
n'ea  pas  fins  genie  dam  son  eocfpression  que  eelle  d^un  eontraetant,  et 
lesprineipes  qui  h  rSqissent  sont  eaaetemeni  les  memes* 

*^  *  Ainsi  un  tetiaiewr  peut  wdahlemenl,  pour  mieux  assurer  TexSeu- 
Hon  de  son  testament,  apposer  une  clause  pSnale  par  laqueOs  Uprive 
ses  Ugataires  ou  heritiers  de  tout  ou  partie  du  legs  ou  de  TMridite 
s^Hs  aitaqueni  ses  dispositions.  Oette  condition  lia  en  soi  rien  de 
coniraire  aux  prohibUions  delaloi  civile.  Qu*importe  en  effet  que 
U  teslateur  les  prive  ainsi  conditionnellement  quand  U  peut  ne  leur 
rien  donner  du  tout?  Mditre  dbsdu  de  sa  succession,  ilpeut  en  dis- 
poser de  la  maniere  qui  lui  convient  le  mieux  sans  que  nul  soitfonde 
ds^enplaindreV 

^'  In  the  judgment  under  review  it  is  also  said :  *M.  Demolonibe 
en  son  Cours  du  Code  NapoUon,  vol.  xviii,,  Hani  le  vol.  i.  des  Dona- 
tions entrevifs  et  testamentaires,  aux  Nos.  283,  284,  285  et  286, 
dedare  une  teBe  dause  nuUe  et  HUgale  ;  ear,  dit-U,  Taecomplissement 
de  ees  solennitSs  n*est  pas  seulement  exige  dans  TiniirU  des  liSritieTS, 
elle  est  aussi,  dans  VinterH  des  testateurs,  une  garantie  essentieUe  de 
la  sincerite  d  de  la  liberie  de  leurs  dispositions;  d  U  ajoute  au 
No.  286  que,  malgrS  une  tdle  dause  les  hSritiers  peuveni  attaquer  un 
testament  pour  cause  de  captation ;  d  il  cite  la  decision  de  la  Cour 
supreme  (Cassation  du  27  mars,  1855)  declarant  une  tdle  dause 
eomme  non-Scrile  d  coniraire  aux  his  et  aux  moewrs* 

''The  extract  from  Demolomie  in  the  above  passage  is  taken 
from  No.  285  of  his  work,  where  he  refers  to  the  case  of  a  will 
*qui  ne  serait  pas  revetu  des  sdennitds  exigies  par  la  loi/  and 
therefore,  in  my  opinion,  is  inapplicable  to  the  case  before  us,  in 
which  all  the  formalities  required  by  law  have  been  observed. 
The  arrd  of  the  27th  of  March,  1855,  referred  to  in  the  same 
passage  of  Demdombe,  concludes  with  these  words  (which  DemO' 
lonibe  has  placed  in  italics):  *8auf  a  voir  ulterieurement  si  cette 
dause  pSnale  devrait  ou  non  leur  etre  appliquSe'  as  to  which  he 
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J.  G.       immediately  adds :  '  CeUe  demiere  partie  du  cc^nnderani  de  Tarret 

1874       temoigne  que^  sU  etaii  dieide  que  Is  testament  qui  a  &e  aUaque  pour 

EvAinnuEL   ^'^'^'^  ^  eapt{Ui(m  itait  Vceuvre  de  la  voUmte  libre  du  tegtatettr,  la 

Etanturil.  ^'*^  pinak  devrait  etre  appliquee  a  VhMiier  qui  auraii  sueoambe 

dans  sa  demande  el  qu'U  n^en  pau/nraU  etre  affranehi  qui  en  reunis- 

swniJ     {Comp.  Cass.  1845,  Mounier  Lev.  1846,  1,  5 ;  voy.  les  eon- 
elusions  de  M.  FAvoeat  OSnSral  Ddangle.) 

"  And  Demoiomhe  adds :  ^  Et  teUe  est  en  effet  la  doctrine  qui  nous 
parait  devoir  etre  admise,  lorsqu'U  s*affit  d'une  action  en  nnUite  qui 
itaitfondSe  swr  un  motif  Sordre  public.  (Comp.  Avihry  et  Bau  sur 
Zaeharia,  tom.  vi.  p.  6.)  288.  Bien  plus  !  lorsqu'il  iagik  seulement 
Sune  action  en  nuUite,  fondie  siwr  Finteret  privie  de  Thiritier,  U  n'y 
a  pas  a  considirer  s'U  a  rdussi  ou  s'U  a  ichouS^  et  il  suffii  en  gtmerdl^ 
d  mofits  de  eireonstanees  particulieres  qu^il  ait  eonlrevenu  a  la 
difense  qui  lui  avait  6te  imposee  par  le  disposami  ffatlaquer  Facte  par 
luifait,  pour  que  la  clause  pinole  doive  lui  etre  appliquie. 

**  *  Ceet  que,  alors,  comme  U  ne  s*agit  que  de  son  inieret  privee,  c^est 
a  lui  defaire  son  option  comme  il  Fentendra,  et  U  la  fait  h  see  risques 
etpSrOs: 

*'  Ricard  toutefois  s'exprimait  aiksi :  'II  est  pourlant  veritable  que 
dans  Tivenementf  nous  avons  coulume  de  prendre  ces  peines  Sorites 
dans  un  testament  pour  comminatoires  ;  et  onse  contente  d^adfuger 
simplement  le  legs  a  celui  auqud  il  est  fait,  sans  le  profit  de  la  peine! 
(Loc.  supra,  No.  1548.) 

^  Demolombe  then  gives  his  own  opinion  thus :  '  Notts  ne  vou- 
drions  pas  avancer  une  telle  proposition ;  et  nous  pensons  au  con- 
traire  que  le  profit  de  la  peine  doit  etre  adjugi,  lorsque  Thiritier  a 
fnanquS  a  la  condition  que  le  testateur  lui  avait  imposSe  de  ne  pas 
attaquer  son  testament;  rien  nempechani,  disait  Bicard  luirmeme 
{No.  1547),  que  les  votontes  licites  des  testaleurs  soient  ddf  endues  par 
des  conditions  pinales  Ugatoires.  Seulement  ilya  lieu  d^examiner  en 
fait,  dans  quel  cos  le  legataire  aura  effeciivement  manquSe  a  cette 
condition.  {Oomp.  Cass.,  5  juiOet,  1847,  Florin  Lev.,  1847,  1, 
839).'    Demolombe,  vol.  i..  Donations  et  TestamenU,  No.  288,  p.  319. 

**  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  sufficiently  plain  not  only  that  Demo- 
lomhe  cannot  be  regarded  as  holding  such  a  clause  to  be  illegal 
and  null ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  according  to  the  opinion  of 
that  writer,  such  a  clause  is  legal,  if  used  for  the  protection  of  a 


V. 
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legal  beqnesty  and  that  it  ought  to  be  enforced  where  the  legatee       j.  o. 
has  really  acted  in  opposition  to  the  conditions  of  his  legacy.  i874 

•*  The  opinion  of  Traplong  is,  it  is  admitted,  opposed  to  the  judg-  evahtubel 
ment  under  consideration ;  but  I  desire,  neyertheless,  to  quote  a 
short  passage'  from  his  treatise  on  donations  and  wills,  which  gives, 
in  a  few  words,  the  opinion  of  that  distinguished  jurist  as  to  the 
question  under  consideration.  After  referring  to  the  arret  of  the 
Court  of  Cassation,  of  the  22nd  of  December,  1845,  maintaining 
the  validity  of  a  clause  such  as  that  now  before  us,  Trophng  states 
his  own  views  thus :  *  Je  pense  que  eet  arret  servira  de  regie  h 
Tavenir.  11  rCy  a  rien  de  plua  reepeetMe  que  la  voUmU  eTtm  testor 
teuT  qui  eherehe  a  prevenir  lee  proeee  apree  sa  mort^  et  oppose  un 
frein  a  Fesprit  eonteniieux  de  eon  hMtier.  La  clause  pAude  doit 
done produire  see  effete  ealutaires^et  telle  eet  la  decision  de  Justinien, 
qui,  repouesant  d'andennes  subtilites,  veut  que  toutes  lee  peines  pro- 
nancies  par  le  testateur  soient  exSeulSes  quand  dies  ne  eonduisent  a 
rien  de  honieuxy  d^impossible,  et  de  eontraire  aux  loisJ  Trophng^ 
Don.  et  Test.  vol.  i.  p.  282,  No.  265. 

*^  Indeed  of  all  the  modem  writers  quoted  in  support  of  the  judg- 
ment under  review,  I  know  but  one,  Zaahariay  who  holds  that  a 
dause  such  as  that  in  question  ought,  in  all  cases,  to  be  held 
illegal ;  and  his  editors,  Messrs.  Massi  and  Verge^  do  not  seem  to 
share  his  opinion,  for  they  add  in  a  note :  *  La  condition  de  ne  pas 
aitaquer  un  acte  nvl  quand  cette  nuUite  ne  louche  en  rien  a  Vordre 
public,  n^a  rien  que  de  lieUe*  And  they  cite  a  number  of  authorities 
in  support  of  that  opinion.    Zacharia,  vol.  iii.  p.  181.    Note  14. 

**  The  decisions  of  the  French  Courts,  with  hardly  an  exception, 
agree  in  holding  the  clause  in  question,  when  used  for  enforcing  a 
valid  bequest  or  will,  to  be  indisputably  legal,  and  it  will  be  found 
that  in  a  great  number  of  those  cases  the  penal  clause  was  strictly 
enforced."  See  Montal  v.  Richard  (1) ;  Mounier  v.  DuqiLCsnel  (2) ; 
Begnier  v.  Begnier  (3) ;  Moreau  et  a2.  v.  Dummtier  (4) ;  Eschalie 
V.  Eeduilie  (5). 

On  the  8th  of  June,  1872,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  {Duval, 
C.J.,  JDrummoTuZ,  Badgleg,  and  Monk,  JJ.,  Caron^  J.,  dissenting) 

(1)  Sirey,  1843,  vol.  i.  p.  374.  (3)  Dalloz,  1849,  vol,  i.  p.  253, 

(2)  Sirey,  1846,  vol.  i.  p.  6.  (4)  Dalloz,  1858,  voL  i.  p.  26. 

(5)  Dalloz,  1863,  vol  L  p,  36 ;  1867,  vol.  ii.  p.  86. 
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J.  0.       reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court.    They  held  that  the 

1874       Bespondents  had  not  forfeited  their  right  to  the  annuity  by  dis- 

Etahtubrl   puting  the  capacity  and  freedom  of  the  testatrix,  because  such  for- 

Etantdbkl.  fe^^^'^®  could  only  be  worked  by  reason  of  objections  to  the  will 

which  were  prosecuted  to  final  judgment ;  while  the  objections  in 

this  case  had  been  voluntarily  abandoned  at  the  argument  before 
the  Privy  Council,  though  not  until  after  they  had  been  overruled 
by  unanimous  judgments  in  both  the  Canadian  Courts.  They 
held,  also,  that  the  Bespondents  had  not  forfeited  the  legacy  by 
contesting  the  due  execution  of  the  will,  because  a  penal  clause 
prohibiting  such  contest  would  be  against  public  policy,  and  was 
at  any  rate  only  enforceable  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and 
should  not  be  enforced  in  the  present  instance,  since  there  had 
been  good  grounds  for  doubting  if  the  execution  were  valid. 

The  judgment  of  Badgley,  J.,  who  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  majority  of  the  Court,  contained  the  following  discussion  of 
the  French  authorities  upon  the  question  whether  the  clause  is 
contrary  to  public  order. 

"It  is  abundantly  evident  from  the  French  law  authorities 
generally  that  a  testamentary  condition  which  would  prevent  the 
contestation  of  an  informal  will  was  absolutely  null  and  held  to  be 
unwritten,  as  well  by  the  old  law  itself  as  by  its  declared  provi- 
•  sion  set  out  in  the  declaratory  enactment  of  the  760th  code  Article. 
*  Lesformalitis  soni  regUes  par  la  puissance  de  la  hi,  et  personne  ne 
petit  se  soustraire  a  cette  puissance^  nifaire  par  qudque  precaution 
que  ce  soit,  que  lee  bis  ne  puissent  pas  avoir  lieu  dans  son  testament  f 
so  held  by  arrii  of  the  28th  of  August,  1708,  vol.  v.  Journal  des 
Audiences^  ch.  42,  liv.  8.  Such  a  condition  in  itself  is  rejected  as 
a  legal  nullity,  and  as  being  beyond  the  legal  capacity  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  according  to  the  terms  of  the  760th  Article*  '  In  a  will 
such  a  condition  is  considered  as  not  written,  and  does  not  annul 
the  disposition ;  la  disposition  est  considirSe  comme  pure^  et  eUe 
n^en  est  pas  moins  valahle  parce  que  la  condition  est  regardie  comme 
non-ecritCf  says  Furgohy  vol.  ii.  p.  114.  Bicard,  at  No.  1544, 
says :  '  On  dema/nde  si  le  donateur  ou  le  testateur  peut  interdire 
aux  personnes  qui  ont  intSret  de  les  combattre,  lafaeulte  de  le  pou- 
voir  /aire,  et  ce  directement  en  Tordonnant  ainsi,  ou  indirectement 
par  apposition  de  peine :  a  mon  avis,  ou  les  moyens  par  lesqueh  la 
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di9p(>9UionpetU  etre  eorUestee  regari&nt  la  forme,  ou  la  substance  etla       J.  o. 
nature  ;  au  premier  eas  ritUerdietion  du  difunt  ne  peui  jamais  etre       1874 
^av4iwne  eonsSjuenee^  farce  qu'U  West  fas  en  sen  pouvair  de  /aire  que  KyijrrnBEL 
Us  scHenniUs  de  fade  qu'S  a  pcusS,  qui  sent  eUMies  par  Us  his  par  ^J^l^^^^^g^^ 
force  de  droit  pMie^  riy  soient  pas  observies*    Furgdle  is  of  the  same       — 
opinion:  he  Bays,  toL  iv.  p.  475:  *8i  dans  un  testament  qui  est  ntd 
par  quelque  dSfaut  deformalitS,  U  testateur  dit,  '*  Je  veux  que  mon 
testament  soit  ewicute^  et  si  quelqu^un  de  mes  sueeesseurs  legitimes 
Tattaque  pour  lefaire  casser,  finsHtue  hMtier  un  td  h6pital  ;*'  une 
teUe  disposition  sera  nuUe  et  inutile,  quand  mime  par  quelque  privi- 
lege de  Thiritier  instituS  en  cas  de  contravention,  le  testament  ne 
manquerait  d^aucuneformalitS  pour  lefaire  valoir  a  son  egard,parce 
jue  les  sclennites  du  testament  sent  de  droit  public,  que  Us  for- 
malitis  en  sent  reglSes  par  la  puissance  delaloi,et  que  personne  ne 
feat  se  soustraire  a  cette  puissance,  ni  f aire  par  quelque  pricaution 
;u«  ee  soil  que  Us  his  ne  puissent  pas  avoir  lieu  dans  son  testament 
Cest  ce  qui  a  ite  tres-Judicieusement  observe  par  M.  TAvoeat  OSnircU 
de  Fleury,  dans  son  plaidoyer  hrs  de  Tarret  du  28  aoM  1708/ 
aboye  cited ;  and  FurgoU  adds,  *  that  this  nullity  applies  to  penal 
dispositions  in  conditions  contrary  to  the  law,  that  is,  contrary  to 
Ub  coutumes  ou  les  usages  qui  ont  force  de  hi,  parce  que  la  puissance 
ed  toujours  la  meme.* 

**  Bieard^  who  was  a  highly  esteemed  Jurist  under  Customary 
Jurisprudence^  has  supplied  FurgoU,  who  was  a  Jurist  under  the 
Civil  Law  Jurisprudence  of  France,  at  Touhuse,  a  province  de  droit 
eerit,  goyemed  by  the  Boman  law,  with  much  of  his,  FurgoU's, 
textual  learning  upon  the  general  law  of  wills;  and  Bieard, 
discussing  the  power  of  attaching  conditions  to  testamentary 
dispositions,  draws  the  distinction  between  conditions  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  will  itself  and  those  as  to  the  yalidity  of  the 
disposition  contained  in  the  will.  He  giyes  instances  of  both, 
and  amongst  those  of  the  former,  where  the  intention  of  the  con- 
dition was  to  sustain  the  will  as  it  was,  he  says :  'Oula  disposition 
^  ohedument  pendU  et  se  renferme  seuJement  dans  la  peine  pro- 
wnciepar  U  testateur,  c'est-d-dire  qu'U  se  voit  que  sa  defense  a  ete 
^faire  subsister  sa  vohntS  centre  la  hi,  Je  veux  que  celui  qui  dis- 
pwfeya  mon  testament  et  Us  legs  par  moi  faits  demeure  privS  de  ma 
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J.  a        recession  etquesa  part  mt  dSfiree  a  mes  heritiers.*    Compendious 
1874        as  is  this  example  given  by  Mieard,  it  is  the  type  of  the  penal 
EvASTUHBL    clause  contained  in  the  will  of  Madame  EvatUwrd. 

V.  u  rj^Q  Qjjj  difference  between  these  two  penal  conditions  is,  that 

BicarcCs  expressly  gives  over  the  legacy  which  that  in  the  will  of 

the  testatrix  does  not ;  both  are  in  general  terms,  and  express  a 
general  intention  that  the  will  must  be  sustained,  and  the  conclu- 
sion of  Bieard  as  to  his  example  must,  being  in  like  case,  conclude 
the  Evaniurd  condition.  Bieard  says,  *  Pour  lore  eamme  on  ne 
remarque  dans  eette  disposition  quun  esprit  ^arroganee  et  qui  se 
veut  Sever  au-dessus  de  la  lot,  pour  empeeher  Texiouiion  de  ce  qu'eOe 
permet  et  de  ee  qudle  a  ordonni,  une  semblable  disposition  qui  n*a 
d^autre  hut  que  de  dStruire  la  hi  est  eensSe  eomme  non4erite  et  on 
n*y  a  aueun  igard!  FurgcHe  holds  the  same  doctrine,  and,  as 
already  observed  by  him,  such  a  general  penal  condition  has  no 
effect,  and  hence, '  Icrsque  la  condition  est  refetee  ou  remise  par  la 
disposition  de  la  loi,  la  disposition  est  oonsidirSe  comme  ptvre^  et  die 
fCen  est  pas  moins  vaUMe  paree  que  la  condition  est  regards  eomme 
non-^crite*  Merlin,  and  other  French  jurists  of  eminence,  have 
adopted  the  same  opinion.  A  good  deal  of  judicial  conflict  arose 
in  the  Court  below  as  to  the  power  and  right  of  attaching  penal- 
ties to  testamentary  dispositions,  which,  as  a  rule  of  law,  seem  to 
admit  of  no  doubt,  as  Poihier,  in  his  voL  vi.,  p.  321,  says,  ^Pourvu 
que  la  chose  que  le  testaleur  ordonnerait  ne  fut  pas  une  chose  eon- 
traire  a  Vhonnelde  publique  ou  aux  lois;'  and  Merlin,  vol.  xxiii. 
Bipertoire,  p.  117,  holds  the  same  opinion.  After  stating  that 
penal  clauses  may  be  attached  to  such  dispositions,  he  adds,  *Il 
favi  pareiHement  ryeter  et  regarder  comme  non-eerites  les  clauses 
penales  qui  ont  pour  dbjet  des  fails  au-dessus  de  la  capaeite  de 
rhommCy  deshonnetes  ou  prohibSs.*  The  amending  legislation  above 
referred  to  did  not  interfere  with  this  common  law  power,  nor  have 
the  declaratory  articles  of  our  code  done  so.  Snch  conditions  for 
protecting  valid  bequests  are  fully  recognised  by  the  law,  but  do 
not  affect  this  case,  the  contention  here  being  not  the  validity  of  a 
bequest,  but  the  alleged  obnoxiousness  of  a  will  against  the  formal 
requirements  of  the  common  law  in  force  here,  which  could  not 
prevent  the  impugning  of  a  will  for  informality. 
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**  The  Mlacy  upon  which  the  adverse  judgment  below  rests  is  in       J.  0. 
considering  the  penal  clause  as  inserted  for  the  mere  protection  of       i874 
the  usufiructuary  bequest,  which  is  perfectly  legal  in  itself,  and  has  eyj^^^^bxl 
not  been  questioned,  and  required  no  such  protection  if  the  will  jjvamturkl. 

was  yalid,  whereas  the  penal  clause  was  altogether  apart  from  that       

dispofiitiony  or  any  particular  disposition  of  the  will,  and  aflfected 
the  validity  of  the  notarial  will  as  a  legal  instrument.  Furpole,  in 
his  Tol.  iv.  pp.  470,  471,  refers  to  this,  and  after  mentioning  an 
arret  of  the  parlement  de  Paris,  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1709,  voL  v.. 
Journal  des  Audienees,  which  enforced  the  execution  of  a  will 
notwithstanding  the  penal  disposition  in  it,  observes  that  penal 
dispositions  are  valid  in  the  same  way  as  simple  conditional  dis- 
positions: ^que  pofir  cette  validite,  U  fatU  wnstdirer  la  qwdUe 
des  faits  qui  sont  Is  fondement  de  la  peine,*  and  *  as  penalties  con- 
trary to  law  in  conditional  dispositions  are  rejected  and  held  as 
unwritten,  so  also  they  are  rejected  and  held  as  unwritten  in  wills,' 
*paree  que  Ton  doit  dSeider  de  leur  validiU  (les  dispositions  pinoles) 
par  la  qualiU  de  la  condition,  etnon  par  la  peine  qu^eUes  renferment, 
a  eause  que  la  peine  seule  ne  fait  pas  obstacle  a  letir  validiti,*  &c. 
*  Cqfendant  la  disposition  pinole  ne  doU  pas  profiter  en  fatfeur  de  qui 
die  est  faite,  Icrsque  la  peine  estfondee  9ur  un  fait/  &c.  &c., '  con^ 
traire  aux  his  ou  aux  bonnes  moeurs  ;  mais  la  chose  doit  demeurer  a 
edui  qui  itaU  chargi  dufait  contraire  aux  his,  a  cause  qu^U  est  dis- 
fensipar  les  his  mimes  de  remplir  ce  fadt,  et  qu'il  ne  doit  souffrir  . 
aaeune  peine  a  raison  de  Finexicution,  parce  que  la  hi  mime  Ten 
garantit/  concluding  that  the  penalty  is  profitless  when  the  fact 
upon  which  it  is  founded  *est  tel  qu*il  ne  pent  d  ne  doit  Hre 
rempli;*  in  other  words,  a  conditio  rei  non  licitse. 

"  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  clause  in  question  which  tended 
to  prevent,  direetement  ou  indirectement,  the  legal  test  of  the 
validity  of  an  alleged  informal  will  was  contrary  to  law  and  public 
order,  aux  his  et  a  Tordre  public,  interfering  with  a  question  of 
inieret  giniral,  formalities  in  wills  being  puhlici  juris;  and  the 
rule  would  hold  even  if  the  will  should  be  found  to  be  formal,  for, 
repeating  Furgoh,  *  Une  ieUe  disposition  sera  nuUe  et  inutile,  quand 
meme  par  quelque  privilege  de  Fhiritier  insiitue,  encasde  contra/ven' 
tion,  h  testament  ne  manquerait  d'aucuneformolitipour  hfaire  valoir 
a  aon  egard,parce  que  les  sohnmtes  du  testament  sont  du  droit  public, 
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J.  c.       que  lea  formdlitSs  en  sont  rigUes  par  la  puisMnee  delaloiyd  que 

1874       peteanne  ne  peut  se  soustraire,  ni  faire  par  quelque  pricauiion  que 

ETAHTraEL  ee  8aii  que  lea  his  ne  puisaent  pas  avoir  lieu  dana  aon  teatameni;^ 

^-         and  80  also  held  by  PoUeiy  cited  approyingly  by  MerUn,  verfna 

—       Peine  Teatamentaire,  pp.  193-4,  *pour  aaawer/  dU  PoUet,  'Texeeu- 

turn  de  aea  demierea  vdontea,  on  prend  ordinairemmU  la  preeauHan 

d*impoaer  la  peine  de  privation  a  ceux  dea  hbrHiera  qui  entreprendronl 

de  lea  dSbaUre.   Oette  precaution  eat  atyourd^hui  aana  effet ;  ThMiier 

qui  ae  pourvoit  en  justice  contre  la  diapoaUion  du  difunt^  n^encourt 

paa  la  peine  de  la  privation  a  moina  que  la  pourauite  ne  puiaae  Hre 

aeeuaSe  d!une  calomnie  iouie  Mdente!    Under  these  circumstances 

the  penal  clause  in  the  will  should  be  regarded  as  unwritten ;  this 

is  a  conclusion  of  fixed  law  entirely  unconnected  with  judicial 

interpretation,  and  therefore  the  annuity  legacy  is  by  law  a  pure 

and  unconditional  disposition  existing  in  favour  of  the  legatee." 

From  this  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  the  Defen- 
dant appealed  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bompaa,  for  the  Appellant,  aflter 
referring  to  the  evidence  on  the  record  to  shew  that  the  Bespondent 
was  a  free  agent  in  the  litigation  instituted  to  contest  the  will, 
that  the  litigation  was  of  the  character  prohibited  by  the  penal 
clause,  and  that  therefore  the  Bespondents  were  within  its  opera- 
tion* contended  that  the  said  clause  was  valid.    They  relied  upon 
the  reasoning  of  Meredih,  C.J.,  given  above.    As  to  the  old  law, 
Bicard^  p.  817,  vol.  iii.  c.  12,  No.  1547,  was  absolutely  conclusive. 
They  referred  also  to  OivU  Code  of  Canada,  Article  760.    The 
testatrix  had  given  her  whole  estate,  subject  to  a  charge,  on  condi- 
tion that  her  daughters  were  to  elect,  either  to  take  the  annuity 
and  acquiesce  in  the  will,  or,  if  they  attacked  the  will,  to  lose  the 
annuity.     The  question  was,  whether  the  condition  imposed  by 
the  clause  was  illegal  If  the  purpose  which  a  condition  is  intended 
to  subserve  is  lawful,  then  the  condition  itself  is  lawful ;  if  the 
purpose  is  unlawful,  so  also  is  the  condition  unlawful.    This  con- 
dition would  be  illegal  if  it  were  designed  to  prevent  a  person  from 
attacking  an  illegal  or  immoral  will.  See  Civil  Code,  Art.  831.  You 
cannot  effect  a  purpose  which  is  contrary  to  law,  good  policy,  and 
good  morals,  by  a  penal  provision.    By  the  Boman  law  a  testator 
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vho  conld  not  take  away  his  property  from  his  heir  imposed  a       J.  c. 
charge  upon  it  with  a  penal  provision.    If  that  was  merely  to  annoy        1874 
the  heir  it  was  nugatory,  if  otherwise,  valid.    See  Pothiery  vol.  vi.  eyj^tubel 
p.  321,  tit.  **  Testament,**  ch.  2,  art.  3.    And  according  to  the  trae  ^     *• 
meaning  of  the  French  authorities  cited  in  reference  to  a  penal        — 
clause  it  follows  that  if  a  testator  says,  *'  I  have  done  my  best  to 
make  a  valid  will,  and,  although  I  may  have  failed,  any  one  who 
disputes  it  shall  lose  his  legacy,"  that  is  a  valid  condition.  [Sm  B. 
Peaoook: — ^You  mean  that  a  testator  may  lawAiUy  say,  that  a 
person  who  wastes  my  estate  by  litigation,  and  exposes  family 
affairs  to  my  prejudice,  is  not  an  object  of  my  bounty.]    The 
Code  NafoUcn  has  not  altered  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  autho- 
rities.   See  Art.  900,  and  cases  and  authorities  cited  by  Sirey  in 
his  note  thereto. 

Moreover,  the  condition  in  this  case  has  all  the  effect  of  a  gift 
over,  for  the  estate  is  given  subject  to  a  charge,  which  charge  is 
extinguished  if  the  legatee  in  whose  favour  it  is  made  attacks  the 
will.  See  Cooke  v.  Tv/mer  (1) ;  Jarman  on  Wills,  vol.  iL  p.  52,  53 ; 
EdfiM  on  Wills,  Fart  U.,  p.  679,  No.  34.  The  passages  cited 
by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley,  from  SUynfs  Eq.  Jurisprudence,  vol.  i 
§  290,  and  vol.  ii.  §  1318,  refer,  one  to  a  condition  in  restraint 
of  marriage,  which  is  known  to  be  illegal,  and  the  other  to  the 
difference  between  a  penalty  in  a  bond  and  liquidated  damages, 
and  are  no  grounds  for  holding  that  this  condition  is,  as  he  says, 
minatory  only,  and  not  to  be  put  in  operation. 

Mr.  Bowring,  for  the  Respondent,  contended,  on  the  evidence, 
t^t  the  female  Bespondent  had  not  been  a  party  to  the  contentious 
litigation  regarding  the  will  in  the  sense  of  actively  desiring  her- 
self to  dispute  the  wilL  Her  husband  was  not  merely  a  formal 
party  Plaintiff,  but  had  a  clear  interest  in  the  suit  as  the  adminis- 
trator of  his  wife's  estate  under  the  Code  Napoleon.  The  action 
^as  taken  by  him  alone,  without  the  consent  of  his  wife :  Dunne  v. 
Dmne  (2).  As  to  the  penal  clause,  it  was  void  for  uncertainty ;  e,g.f 
the  phrase  ^  direetemeni  ou  indireetement**  It  must  be  construed  as 
a  whole,  and  no  effect  cotdd  be  given  to  a  prohibition  against  indi- 
I'ectly  taking  any  step  to  dispute  a  will.    It  is  impossible  to  define 

(1)  15  M.  &  W.  727.  (2)  7  De  G.  M.  &  a.  207. 


16  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  C.        what  the  testator  meant  by  *^  indirect  contestation."    Saoh  a  con- 
1874        dition  is  ririetisBimi  juris,  and  must  be  clear  and  certain  in  its 
Etantubbl   terms.    See  FiUingham  t.  Burnley  (1),  in  reference  to  heir  and 
E7AHTOREL.  residue,  and  2  Jartnan  on  Wills  (1861),  p.  13,  as  to  conditions 
—        subsequent.    He  referred  to  passages  in  the  French  authorities 
which  distinguish  between  a  condition  of  this  nature  affecting  the 
whole  testament  and  a  condition  affecting  a  particular  clause  in  it : 
1  FurgoU,  sect.  13 ;  2  Bourjon,  Droit  Ckmmun  de  la  France, 
Ft.  v.,  c.  1,  pp.  343-363,  pars.  1, 2 ;  1  Bieard,  TraiU  des  Donations, 
c.  12,  pp.  769,  770,  pars.  1543-1548;  4  Furgole,  p.  250,  s.  133; 
1  Furgole,  p.  532,  s.  126 ;  Bousseaude  la  Combe's  Becueil  de  Juris- 
prudence, p.  311 ;  1  Furgole,  542-546  -^Merlin's  BSpertoire  de  Droit, 
vol.  is.,  p.  227. 

As  to  the  English  authorities  upon  the  question  of  a  condition 
being  treated  as  minatory  only,  or  as  void  in  the  absence  of  a  gift 
over,  he  cited  Cooke  t.  Turner  (2) ;  Cooke  v.  Tttmer  (3) ;  Cooke  t. 
Turner,  Cooke  t.  Cholmonddey  (4) ;  In  re  Dickson's  Trusts  (5). 

3Ir.  Bompas,  in  reply. 

1874  The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

Jy^.     gj^  James  W.  Colvile  :— 

The  Appellant  is  the  son  and  the  female  Bespondent  a  daughter 
of  Dame  Marie  Anne  BSdard,  who,  being  then  the  widow  of  the 
late  Franfois  Evanturd,  died  on  the  18th  of  November,  1863. 

By  her  solemn  testament,  passed  before  two  notaries,  and  dated 
the  18th  of  May,  1861,  she  gave  the  usufruct  of  all  her  estate  to 
her  son,  the  Appellant,  for  his  life,  but  '^ala  charge  "  or  subject 
to  the  obligation  of  paying  a  life  annuity  of  £25  to  each  of  her 
four  daughters,  and  two  smaller  annuities  to  her  sisters.  Subject 
to  this  disposition  the  testatrix  bequeathed  **la  propriStS  de  ses 
dits  biens,  meuHes  et  immeukles,''  to  the  children  born  and  to  be 
bom  of  the  marriage  of  the  Appellant  with  his  then  wife,  equally, 
constituting  them  her  *^  Ugataires  universds  en  proprUtir 

(1)  1  T,  &  R.  636.  (4)  15  Sim.  611 ;  see  also  16  Sim.  482. 

(2)  15  M.  &  W.  727.  (5)  1  Sim.  (N.S.)  37,  46 ;   20  L.  J. 

(3)  14  Sim.  500.  (N.a)  (Ch.)  33. 


V. 

Etaktubel. 
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The  6th  clause  of  the  testament,  on  which  all  the  questions  now       j.  c. 
to  he  determined  depend,  is  in  the  following  words : —  1S74 

**  Sixiemement.  Je  veux  et  ordonne  et  ma  volonte  expresse  est,  que  si  etaxtubbl 
mes  diiesfHeSy  ou  aucune  cCeHeSf  venaU  a  /aire,  soU  directemerU  ou 
indtredementf  aucune  d-marche  qudeonque  pour  contester  monprisent 
testament,  qiiahrs  et  dans  ce  eas  mes  ditesfiUes,  ou  aucune  d'eUes  qui 
voudraient  ainsi  chercher  a  contester  mon  present  testament^  soient 
privees  ou  soU  privee  de  tous  droits  qudconques  dans  ma  dite  succes* 
sion  et  de  la  rente  viagere  susdite,  et  que  quant  a  ceUes  ou  ceUe  qui 
voudrait  contester  mon  dit  testament,  le  legs  aeUefait  de  la  dite  rente 
soit  nan  avenu  el  caduc  ;  car  teUe  est  mon  intention  expresse.*' 

The  legal  heirs  of  the  testatrix  were  the  Appellant  and  her  four 
daughters,  viz.,  Dame  Marguerite  Evanturd,  the  wife  of  Alfred 
ParSy  Dame  Sophia  Evanturd,  wife  of  Louis  T.  Suzon,  the  Bespon- 
dent,  Dame  EmUie  MaJonia  Evanturd,  wife  of  the  Bespondent, 
Edouard  BemiUardy  and  Demoiselle  Elmira  AlgrS  Evanturd,  who 
done  of  the  four  was  unmarried  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  that  of 
her  mother's  death. 

On  the  7th  of  December,  1863,  within  one  month  of  the  death 
of  the  testatrix,  an  action  was  commenced  in  the  names  of  the 
Respondents,  claiming  in  right  of  the  lady,  as  one  of  the  coheirs 
of  her  mother,  one-fifth  of  the  succession,  or,  in  the  alternative, 
£2,500,  with  interest  and  costs,  and  alleging  that  the  Bespondent 
was  in  possession  of  the  whole  estate.  It  is  unnecessary  to  go  with 
any  particularity  into  the  pleadings  in  that  action.    It  is  sufficient 
to  state  that,  in  answer  to  the  claim,  the  present  Appellant  set  up 
the  testament  of  1861 ;  that  the  Bespondents  impugned  that  docu- 
ment by  an  ^inscription  enfauXy'  as  not  having  been  duly  ^^dicte 
-et  nomme  "  to  the  two  notaries ;  and,  by  another  pleading,  as  having 
been  obtained  from  the  testatrix  when  not  of  testamentary  capacity 
by  the  fraud  and  "  captation,'*  or  undue  influence,  of  the  Appellant. 
The  Superior  Court,  on  the  5th  of  September,  1864,  decided  in 
favour  of  the  Bespondents  upon  the  "  inscription  en  faux,''  declaring 
the  alleged  testament  to  be  null  and  void  on  the  ground  of  its 
infonnal  execution,  and  setting  it  aside  with  costs.  But  this  decree 
was,  on  the  20th  of  June,  1865,  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  by  a  decree  which  set  aside  the  "  inscription  en  faux,"  and 
remanded  the  case  in  order  that  the  Bespondents  might  be  at 
Vol.  YI.  3  0 


18  CASES  IN  THE  PRITT  COUNCIL.  [L.  K. 

J.  C.       liberty  to  prove  their  allegations  as  to  the  incarpacity  of  the  tes- 
1874       tatriz,  and  tlie  fraud  and  nndne  influence  practised  on  her  by  the 
'OfimcvML   Appellant.   These  issues  were  decided  against  the  Bespondents  by 
Etaktcbbl.  *^®  Superior  Court  on  the  16th  of  May,  1866,  and,  on  appeal,  by 
—       the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  18th  of  March,  1867,  the  result 
of  the  two  decrees  of  the  latter  Court  being  the  dismissal  of  the 
Bespondent's  action.    Against  those  decrees  the  Eespoi^dents  pre- 
ferred an  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  which,  on  the  15th 
of  March,  1869,  was  dismissed,  both  decrees  being  affirmed,  and 
the  testament  finally  established,  with  costs. 

On  the  28th  of  December,  1869,  the  Bespondents  commenced 
the  action  out  of  which  this  appeal  has  arisen,  for  the  recovery 
from  the  Appellant  of  $700,  in  respect  of  the  annuity  given  to  the 
female  Besppndent  by  the  will,  being  $600  for  six  years'  arrears 
of  the  annuity,  and  $100  for  interest. 

The  defence  to  the  action  made  by  the  Appellant  was  in  sub* 
stance  that,  by  means  of  the  contestations  by  the  Bespondents 
of  the  testament  iu  the  former  suit,  the  female  Bespondent  had 
forfeited,  under  the  6th  clause  of  that  instrument,  all  right  to  the 
annuity,  which  ought,  therefore,  to  be  declared  ^^non  avenu  et 
caduc."  To  this  defence  the  Bespondents  replied  that  the  penal 
clause  was  bad  in  law ;  that  the  Bespondent,  Edtmard  Bemillardy 
had  a  direct  interest  in  the  former  action  under  the  "  eomimmaute 
de  hiena**  subsisting  between  him  and  his  wife;  that  the  penal 
clause  could  not  affect  this  right ;  that  he  brought  the  former  action 
against  the  will  of  his  wife ;  and  that  the  action  was  not  vexatious^ 
inasmuch  as  the  invalidity  of  the  will  had,  on  the  *^  mscripiion  en 
faux,"  been  affirmed  by  three  Judges  out  of  six. 

The  Judge  of  the  superior  Courts  M.  TaschereaUy  on  the  6th  of 
May,  1871,  made  a  decree  in  favour  of  the  Bespondents.  The  fiill 
bench  of  the  Superior  Court,  consisting  of  him  and  two  other 
Judges,  reversed  that  decision  on  review,  and  dismissed  the  action 
by  a  decree  dated  the  7th  of  December,  1871  (he  dissenting).  But 
on  the  Bespondents'  appealing  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that 
Court  (Mr.  Justice  Oaron  dissenting)  by  a  decree  dated  the  8th  of 
June,  1872,  reversed  the  decree  of  the  superior  Court,  and  con- 
firmed the  original  decree  of  ^.  Justice  Tasehereau  in  favour  of 
the  Bespondents. 
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The  presmt  appeal  is  against  this  last  decree.  J/C. 

The  qaestions  io  be  determined  are  the  Talidity  and  legal  effect      "iffM 
of  the^h  olause  of  the  testament,  andi^hether  the  female  Kespon-  <BvAiiTimL 
dent,  if  bonnd  by  it,  has  lost  the  right  to  insist  on  the  payment  of  ^^j^J^qob.. 
her  annnily  by  reason  of  the  proceedings  in  the  former  action.  ^-^ 

Their  Lordships  think  it  will  be  convenient  to  follow  the  course 
taken  on  the  argument  before  them  a(t  least  by  the  Bespondent's 
eounsel ;  and  assuming  for  the  sake  of  argument  the  raUdity  of 
the  clause  te  oonsider  in  the  first  instance,  the  nature  of  the  former 
aotioDy  and  the  part  taken  by  the  female  Bespondent  therein. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  action  in  which  the  testament 
iras  disputed  was  the  action,  not  of  lier,  but  of  her  husband ;  and 
that  it  was  brought  by  him  against  her  will,  and  in  respect  of  his 
interest  under  the  *^  eommtmautS  de  hiensP  which  the' 6th  clause  in 
the  will  could  not,  and  did  not,  purport  to  affect.  To  estimate  the 
weight  due  to  this  argument,  it  is  necessary  to  see  what  were  the 
relations  between  the  twoBespondents  under  their  marriage  settle- 
ment. 

By  that  instrument,  which  was  executed  on  the  11th  of  June, 
I860,  the  day  before  thw  marriage,  it  was  stipulated  as  follows : — 

**lly  a  amra  <xmmwiMmt6  de  liens  entre  hs  ditsfuturs  ipoux  eon- 
fiyrmemmt  aum  disposUiom  de  la  e&uktme  de  Paris,  sauf  lea  modijir 
eaUoM  9fWM)(md0By  9WW}ir:  foils  20s  hiens  d  MriioffeSf  TrwbtKers  et 
immMHeriy  dijaMnus,  et  qui  Seherrant  par  la  suite  &  Tun  et  a  Vautre 
des  dOs  futwn  ipaux,  soii  par  sueeessian,  donatieny  ou  testament, 
iCenirenmt  point  dans  la  dite  future  eammunautS,  mats  au  eontrcdre 
wrlirent  nature  de  propres  a  edui  d  qui  Us  eeront  Mius  et  advenus  et 
aux  siens  de  son eote etUgnSy aVeoseeption  toutefoie  des  intirSiB,  fruits 
et  revewus  des  dits  biens  qui  entreront  eependamt  dans  la  dite  com- 

The  community,  therefore,  which  subsisted  between  the  Bespon- 
dents  was,  to  use  the  language  of  the  OiyilCode  (see  Pt.  IV.,  c.  2) 
not  **  legal,"  but  '^  conyentional,'*  the  effect  of  a  legal  community 
bfflng  qualified  by  the  importcmt  stipulation  that  the  moveable 
property  which  had  come  or  might  thereafter  come  to  either 
consort  by  inheritance,  gift,  or  testamentary  disposition,  was  not 
to  fall,  as  by  operation  of  law  it  would  fal],  into  the  community. 
It  follows  that  the  share  in  Madame  EvanlureVs  succession  which 

3  C  2 
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J.  C.        was  claimed  by  the  Bespondents  in  the  former  snit  was  a  chase  in 

1874        action  forming  part  of  the  female  Bespondent's  separate  estate,  and 

Eyantubsl    that  the  husband  could  have  no  interest  in  it,  except  in  respect  of 

EvantVril.  *^®  income  which,  after  it  had  been  reduced  into  possession,  might 

accrue  therefrom  and  from  time  to  time  fall  into  the  community. 

A  suit  to  enforce  such  a  claim  would,  p*f ma /ooie,  appear  to  be  the 
suit  of  the  wife,  though  the  law  required  that,  like  other  suits  in 
respect  of  her  separate  property,  it  should  be  brought  with  the 
sanction  of  the  husband,  and  that  he  should  join  in  it  for  the  sake 
of  conformity.  Nor  have  any  of  the  Canadian  Judges  taken  a 
different  yiew  of  it.  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau  does  not  seem  in  either 
of  his  judgments  to  have  touched  this  point.  Mr.  Justice  Badgley^ 
who  gave  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  speaking  of  this  former  action,  says,  ''The  female  Appellant, 
assisted  by  her  husband  for  conformity,  sued  her  brother  by  an 
action  *€n  jpetiiion  de  h&ridiUy*  Mr.  Justice  Caron  and  Chief 
Justice  Meredith  expressly  treat  this  action  as  a  breach  of  the 
condition,  the  latter  holding  that  an  action  in  that  form  must  have 
been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  testatrix,  inasmucli  as  the  will 
was  made  after  the  Bespondent's  marriage.  It  is,  however,  suggested 
that  the  action,  though  technically  and  ostensibly  that  of  the  wife, 
was,  in  fact,  instituted  by  her  husband  in .  her  name,  against  her 
will,  and  that  she  is,  therefore,  not  responsible  for  it  If  it  be  tnie 
that  her  name  was  used  without  her  knowledge  or  against  her 
will,  or  that  she  was  not  a  free  agent  in  the  proceedings  taken 
ostensibly  by  her,  but  a  person  acting  under  the  compulsion  of  her 
husband,  that  case  ought  to  have  been  established  by  evidence. 
But  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  she  was  not  a  free  agent  in  the 
proceedings  so  taken,  proceedings  which,  if  successful,  would  cer- 
tainly have  been  for  her  benefit  She  was  examined  in  the  coi^irse 
of  the  suit ;  she  admitted  that  she  was  the  Plaintiff  or  one  of  the 
Plaintiffs ;  she  took  no  step  to  repudiate  the  claim  made  in  her 
name;  and  the  solitary  circumstance  from  which  an  inference 
that  she  did  npt  herself  dispute  the  testament  is  drawn  is,  that 
when  examined  as  a  witness  she  admitted  that  at  the  date  of  the 
will  her  mother  had  sufficient  inteUigence  to  make  a  testament 

Another  point  to  be  considered  is  the  nature  of  the  proceedings 
taken  to  dispute  the  will.    It  is  said  (and  this  assumption  is  the 
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foundation  of  the  judgment  which  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  delivered       J.  c. 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  Judges  who  concurred  with  him)  that       1874 
although  the  will  was  originally  disputed  on  the  grounds  of  fraud   etIntcbel 
and  captation,  as  well  as  on  that  of  its  informal  execution,  the  evantcrbl. 

former  grounds  must  be  taken  to  hare  been  abandoned,  and  the       

testament  to  have  been  recdly  disputed  only  upon  the  objections 
to  its  due  execution  which  were  raised  by  the  **  inscription  en 
fauxT  The  Bespondents,  howeyer,  after  the  order  of  remand  of 
the  20th  of  September,  1865,  disputed  the  will  on  the  issues  of 
fraud  and  undue  influence ;  they  appealed  from  the  adyerse  deci- 
sion on  those  issues  from  the  Superior  Court  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  from  the  latter  Court  to  Her  Majesty  in 
Council ;  and  in  the  printed  case  filed  by  them  as  Appellants  in 
the  Privy  Council,  insisted  upon  all  the  grounds  on  which  the  will 
was  originally  disputed.  The  suggested  abandonment,  therefore, 
rests  wholly  on  the  fact  that,  on  the  hearing  of  that  appeal,  their 
learned  counsel,  exercising  therein  a  sound  discretion,  declined  to 
ai^e  the  issues  of  fraud  and  undue  influence,  on  which,  being 
questions  of  fact,  he  had  the  concurrent  judgments  of  the  two 
Canadian  Courts  against  him.  Mr.  Justice  Badgley^  indeed,  cites 
a  text  of  Forsyth^  to  the  effect  that,  if  the  contesting  party  desists 
from  his  objection  before  **Jvffe7nent  definHify"  he  does  not  incut* 
the  penalty.  The  fallacy  of  the  learned  Judge's  argument  con- 
sists in  treating  the  Order  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council  as  the  first 
definitive  judgment.  The  decree  of  the  Superior  Court  on  the 
trial  of  these  issues  of  fraud  and  captation  would  clearly  have  been 
a  definitive  judgment  if  the  Bespondents  had  not  themselves  pro- 
tracted the  contest  by  going  first  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
and  afterwards  to  the  Privy  Council.  A  party  cannot  put  himself 
in  a  better  situation  by  prolonging  vexatious  litigation  than  that 
in  which  he  would  have  been,  had  he  subnutted  to  the  first  judg- 
ment against  him. 

Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  former 
action  must  be  taken  to  have  been  the  action  of  the  female  Be- 
apondent,  and  that  she  must  be  taken  to  have  therein  disputed  the 
will,  not  only  upon  the  objections  to  its  execution  raised  by  the 
"  tiuenjp^um  en  /atfos,"  but  also  upon  the  gi^unds  of  fraud  and 
Bndue  influence." 


Ktajftubel. 
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J.  c.  The  legal  effect  and  validity  of  the  conditional  or  penal  dauae 

1874  are  now  to  be  considered* 
£vAMTOB«L  I^  ^  1)^^^  argued  that  this  particular  clause  is  so  Tagoely  ex- 
pressed that  it  should  be  held  to  be  void  for  uncertainty.  Their 
Lordships  cannot  accede  to  this  aigument,  which  seems  to  be  prin- 
cipally founded  on  the  words,  **fa%rey  soU  direetemant  au  indWede- 
mentf  a/uewie  dhfuurche  qudoonque  pour  eontester  man  preseni  tedor 
menlj*  The  terms,  though  general,  seem  to  their  Lordships  to 
point  to  a  contestation  of  the  testament  in  a  Court  of  Law,  and  to 
be  made  so  general  in  order  to  embrace  every  form  of  legal  pro- 
ceeding wherein,  or  whereby  such  contestation^  might  take  place. 
There  is»  therefore,  no  such  uncertainty  in  the  clause  as  might 
prevent  its^application^ 

A  graver  question  raised  is»  whether  the  law  permits  or  will  give 
any  effect  to  suoh  a.  dalm. 

The  reasons  assipied  in  tiie  formal  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
ToMhermu^  of  the  6th  of  May,  1871,  for  treating  the  clause  as 
''  nofhieritey*'  may  be  shortly  stated  as  follows : — 

1.  That  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case  such  a  clause  is  con- 
trary to  public  order  {**rordre  public '')y  inasmuch  as  the  law 
requites  the  observance  of  certain  formalities  in  the  execution  of 
willsy  the  testable  capacity  of  the  testator,  and  the  absence  of  fraud 
and  undue  influence ;  and  the  strict  application  of  suck  a  clause 
would  favour  the  non-observance  of  what  the  law  requires  and  the 
oonunission  of  what  the  law  forbids  by  deterring  persons  fiom  dis- 
puting wills  whick  on  one  or  other  of  the  above  grounds  ought  to 
be  declared  void. 

2.  ISiat  sudi  a  clause,,  unless  under  exceptional  circumstances, 
and  in  the  absenoe  of  probable  or  reasonable  cause  for  disputing 
the  di^osition,  ot^ht  to  be  considered  as  inserted  only  in  terrorem 
and  deemed  to  be  comminatory. 

8.  That  the  Eespondents,  in  contesting  the  will,  had  not  acted 
in  the  spirit  of  chicanery,  but  had  a  just  and  probable  cause  for 
suspecting  the  validity  of  the  will  and  requiring  it  to  be  proved  by 
legal  proceedings;  and  that  the  application  or  non-application  of 
such  a  clause  is  in  the  discretion  of  a  Court  of  Justice,  to  be  exer- 
cised upon  its  view  of  the  whole  of  the  matters  in  dispute—^'  Ten- 
semhle  du  litiffe" 
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4.  Tliat  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  it  was  not  the  intention  of       J.  c. 
the  testatrix  to  deprive  her  daughters  of  their  small  legacies       i874 
if  thej  disputed  the  very  valuable  gift  to  their  brother^n  all  or  evantdbxl 
any  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  validity  of  the  testament  was  -^jjl^^j^g^ 
in  &ct  disputed,  but  only  in  the  event  of  their  disputing  the        — 
justice  of  the  distribution  which  she  made  of  her  property,  and  in 
particular  the  clause  by  which  she  discharged  her  son  from  the 
liability  of  rendering  any  account  as  her  agent. 

The  formal  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  support 
of  the  conclusion  that ''  the  clause,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  aaid  consideriug  the  nature  of  the  contestations  of  the  testa^ 
ment  by  the  Bespondents,  ought  to  be  deemed  *  non4mie!  "  adopts 
and  specifies  the  second  and  third  of  the  above  reasons.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  however,  that  this  document,  which  is  the  judgment 
under  appeal,  does  not  expressly  declare  the  clause  to  be  contrary 
to  ^Tordre  publie**  though*  many  of  the  reasons  given  by  Mr. 
Justice  Badffley,  in  the  judgment  delivered  by  him,  seem  to  favour 
such  a  conclusion ;  and  further,  that  the  words  **vu  la  nature  de 
h  eoniestationdu  dit  testament,'*  taken  in  connection  with  the 
judgment  delivered,  make  it  uncertain  how  far  the  final  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  proceeded  on  its  erroneous  view  of 
the  supposed  abandonment  of  the  grounds  of  fraud  and  undue 
influence  which  has  already  been  adverted  to. 

The  760th  Article  of  the  Code  Civil  (by  which  it  is  agreed  on 
all  hands  that  this  case  is  governed)  is  in  these  words :  **  Gifts, 
inter  vivos,  or  by  will,  may  be  conditionaL  An  impossible  con- 
dition, or  one  contrary  to  good  morals,  to  law,  or  to  public  order, 
upon  which  a  gift  inter  vivos  depends,  is  void,  and  renders  void  the 
disposition  itself,  as  in  other  contracts.  In  a  will,  such  a  condi- 
tion is  considered  as  not  written,  and  does  not  annul  the  disposi- 
tion.'' This  clause  must  be  read  in  connection  with  the  831st, 
which  declares  that  *'  every  person  of  full  age,  of  sound  intellect^ 
and  capable  of  alienating  his  property,  may  dispose  of  it  freely  by 
^U,  without  reserve,  restriction,  or  limitation,  saving  the  prohibi- 
tions, restrictions,  and  causes  of  nullity  mentioned  in  this  Code, 
and  all  dispositions  and  conditions  contrary  to  public  order  or  good 
morak" 
It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  these  Articles  suffice  to  dispose 
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J.  C.       of  several  of  the  conclusions  on  which  the  judgments  under  appeal 

1874       have  been  shewn  to  be  founded,  of  much  of  the  reasoning  of  the 

EvANTUBBL   Icanied  Judges  in  support  of  those  conclusions,  of  many  of  the 

--     ^*         .  authorities  cited  at  the  Bar  from  ancient  French  writers,  and  of  the 
Byantubbl.  ^  ^  ' 

— - .       arguments  founded  on  those  authorities. 

For  example,  these  articles  of  the  Code,  of  which  the  terms  are,, 
in  substance,  hardly  distinguishable  from  those  of  the  texts  of 
Justinian^  leaye  no  ground,  if  ground  there  ever  were,  for 
the  proposition  repudiated,  as  Merlin  {Hire  "Peine  Tedamen- 
taire  ")  shews  by  the  best  authorities  that  the  Theodosian  Code  and 
therefore  the  Law  of  the  Antonines  on  this  point  ought  to  prevail 
over  that  of  Justinian  in  countries  governed  by  the  Cade  ofParis^ 
They  also  sweep  away  all  the  fine  distinctions  between  penal  and 
purely  conditional  dispositions  which  civilians  have  founded  on  the 
motives,  real  or  supposed,  of  testators.  But  they  do  more.  By 
declaring  that  a  .testator  may  impose  upon  his  gift  any  condition 
not  prohibited  by  the  Code,  and  not  contrary  to  law,  public  order,, 
or  good  morals,  they  seem  to  cast  upon  Courts  of  Justice  the  duty 
of  giving  effect  to  all  conditions,  which  do  not  fall  within  the  above 
exceptions,  according  to  the  plain  meaning  and  intention  of  the 
testator,  to  be  collected  from  his  language.  This  consideration 
would  dispose  not  only  of  the  fourth,  but  of  the  second  and  third 
of  the  above-mentioned  grounds  lor  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau^^^ 
original  judgment.  Of  the  fourth,  it  may  be  remarked,  that  it 
proceeds  on  one  of  those  forced  constructions  of  a  testament  which 
are  tantamount  to  the  making  of  a  new  will  for  the  testator ;  and 
that  it  would  in  effect  make  the  whole  clause  nugatory,  since  it 
would  be  idle  to  dispute  particular  clauses  in  a  will  duly  executed 
by  a  testator  of  undisputed  capacity,  having  a  testamentary  power 
over  the  subject  matter  disposed  of,  on  the  mere  ground  of  the> 
alleged  injustice  or  unfairness  of  the  disposition. 

The  second  and  third  of  the  above-mentioned  reasons  being 
those  adopted  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  are  closely  connected 
together.  It  tA  stated  by  Merlin  ( BeperUAre  de  DroU,  vol.  ix.  p^ 
227,  iitre  "  Peine  Testamentaire,'')  that  little  effect  is  given  in  prac- 
tice  to  clauses  of  this  kind ;  that  "  Pavl  de  Oastres  and  a  number  of 
other  authors  regard  them  as  purely  comminatory;  so  that  the 
penalties  which  they  prescribe  are  not  incurred  as  of  absolute  right 
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by  a  breach  of  the  condition,  but  are  inflicted  only  in  the  very  rare       J.  C. 
cases  in  which  the  suits  brought  by  those  whom  the  testator  has        1874 
forbidden  to  bring  thern^  are  found  to  have  no  other  foundation  eyaktubel 
than  a  spirit  of  calumny  and  vexation."  Eyaotubel 

This  implies,  not  that  the  condition  is  in  itself  unlawful,  or        

against  public  policy,  but  that  either  by  an  arbitrary  rule  of  con- 
struction it  is  to  be  taken  to  import,  however  general  may  be  its 
language,  that  the  testator  intended  only  to  forbid  the  contestation 
of  his  will  upon  frivolous^  and  vexatious  grounds,  or  that  there 
resides  in  the  Court  of  Justice  a  discretionary  power  of  giving  or 
refusing  to  give  effect  to  it,  according  to  their  view  of  the  motives 
and  conduct  of  those  who  shall  be  found  to  have  infringed  its 
letter. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Code  to  warrant  either  of  these  proposi- 
tions. The  latter  seems  to  rest  upon  the  practice  of  the  old 
French  Parliaments;  but  the  sort  of  dispensing  or  qualifying 
power  so  claimed  and  exercised  by  them  has  been  condemned  by 
the  best  Jurists,  and  repudiated  in  the  Courts  of  Lower  Canada^  as 
is  shewn  by  the  authorities  (1)  cited  by  Chief  Justice  Meredith^ 
and  in  the  notes  of  Mr.  Justice  Caron'a  judgment.  And  as  the 
decisions  of  Courts  claiming  to  exercise  this  anomalous  power  are 
the  foundation  of  the  nile  of  construction  assumed  in  the  former  of 
the  two  propositions,  and  the  rule  itself  is  opposed  to  the  ordinary 
principles  of  construction,  their  Lordships  think  that  that  also,  if  it 
ever  existed,  must  be  treated  as  obsolete ;  and  that  in  order  to  sup- 
port the  judgment  under  appeal  the  condition  in  question  must  be 
she^  to  £Edl  within  the  exceptions  expressed  by  the  Code,  as  being 
impossible,  or  contrary  to  good  morals,  to  law,  or  to  public  order. 

Impossible,  or  contrary  to  good  morals,  it  clearly  is  not ;  it  is  not 
prohibited  by  any  positive  law ;  the  disposition  which  it  is  designed 
to  protect  is  neither  contrary  to  law  nor  public  order,  since  the 
testatrix  had  an  absolute  power  of  disposition  over  her  whole 

(1)  Those  authorities  are  Fvrgole^  1810 ;  Bunt  v.  Joseph,  vol.  ii.  Rev.  de 

^ol  iv.  p.  218,  214,  in  reference  to  Leg.  p.  52,  Montreal,  S.  C. ;  Brotuseau 

iitoonJ,  vol.  i.  p.  3,  No.  1548.  Merlin's  v.  Desfdrdins,  27  Sept.  1858 ;  Bichard 

J^eperUdre  de  Juris^  voL  xxiii.  p.  115,  v.  Fahrique  of  Quebec,  5  L.  G.  B.  3  ; 

tit.  Peine  Test,  Na  X.      The  cases  McNevin  v.  Board  of  Arts^  12  L.  C.  R. 

referred  to  by  the    Canadian  judges  p.  335. 
aw  Qagwm  v.  Paradis^  No.  213  of 
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J.  C.       estate ;  and  the  question  is,  therefore,  reduced  to  this,  viz.,  Is  this 
1874       clause  contrary  to  public  order,  because  it  is  designed  to  prevent 

Ev^nroxKL  ^^^  doing  of  that  which  it  is  against  [public  order  to  discourage  ? 

Etamtu  ^^  considering  this  question  their  Lordships  will  treat  "public 
-*-^  order  "  as  identical  with  what  in  this  country  is  termed  "  public 
policy,"  though  the  latter  is  perhaps  the  larger  of  the  two  terms. 
And  they  must  deal  with  the  proposition  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Bowring,  and  indeed  involved  in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
TaadiereaUy  viz.,  that  every  condition  which  implies  the  prohibition 
to  dispute  a  will  as  a  whole,  as  distinguished  from  a  particular 
clause  in  it,  upon  any  grounds  which  affect  the  legal  validity  of  the 
instrument  as  a  testamentary  disposition,  sins  against  pubh'c  order, 
and  must  be  treated  as  "  non-4enle.**  They  must  do  this  because 
as  they  have  already  shewn  there  is  no  ground  for  treating,  as  the 
majority  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  have  treated 
the  Bespondents,  as  having  contested  the  validity  of  the  will 
merely  on  the  grounds  taken  by  the  *'  inBcripUofi  en  faux**  and  also 
because  th^re  does  not  seem  to  be,  in  principle,  much  reason  for 
the  distinction  taken  by  those  learned  Judges.  For  if  society  has 
an  interest  in  securing  the  trial  of  the  question  whether  all  legal 
formalities  have  been  observed  in  the  execution  of  a  will,  it  seems 
to  have  an  equal  interest  in  the  trial  of  the  question  whether  a 
will  has  been  obtained  by  fraud,  or  the  exerdse  of  undue  influence 
from  a  person  of  imperfect  capacity. 

The  question  may  be  considered  on  principle  and  on  authority. 
Upon  principle,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  prohibition  cannot  be 
absolute,  and  can  be  invoked  only  where  the  validity  of  a  will  has 
been  unsuccessfully  contested.  If  there  be  a  clear  and  patent 
defect  in  tiie  formalities  attending  the  execution  of  the  instrument, 
or  if  the  incapacity  of  the  alleged  testator  be  dear  and  notorious 
the  heirs  or  other  parties  interested  will,  of  course,  contest  the  will, 
and,  contesting  it  successfolly,  will  set  it  aside  with  the  clause  of 
forfeiture.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  why  a  testator 
may  not  protect  his  estate  and  representatives  against  unsuccessful 
attempts  to  litigate  his  will,  by  saying  to  a  legatee,  ""  I,  being 
master  of  my  own  bounty,  and  free  to  give  or  to  withhold,  give  you 
this  legacy  subject  to  the  condition  that  you  do  not  dispute  the 
general  disposition  of  my  estate.    You  may  contest  the  validity  of 
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my  will  if  yon  please;  but  you  will  do  so  at  the  peril  of  losing,  if  it       J.  C. 
be  established,  what  it  gives  you."  1874 

Then,  is  this  view  of  the  question  opposed  to  the  authorities  ?       eyavtubbl 

The  French  authorities  (1)  are  reviewed  at  great  length  by  Chief 
Justice  Meredilh  on  the  one  side,  and  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  on  the 
othec* 

The  result  of  them  seems  to  be — 

First  That  such  a  clause  would  unquestionably  be  a  conditio 
rti  fum  UoUm,  and  therefore  of  no  effect,  if  it  were  designed  to 
protect  a  disposition  contrary  to  public  order ;  which  is  not  here  the 
case. 

Secondly.  That  in  the  ancient  jurisprudence  there  may  be  found 
texts  which  favour  either  aide  of  the  question,  whether  effect  ought 
to  be  given  to  such  a  clause,  when  it  goes  to  prohibit  the  contesta- 
tion of  the  will  as  a  whole;  and  some  authorities  which  seem  to 
recognise  a  distinction  between  contestations  founded  on  the  non- 
observance  of  the  formalities  for  the  execution  of  wills,  and 
contestations  upon  other  and  more  general  grounds.    But, 

Thirdly.  That  it  is  clearly  established  in  Franee,  by  the  concur- 
rence of  the  best  modem  text-writers,  and  the  decided  cases,  that 
such  a  condition  is  not  contrary  to  law ;  and  will  be  applied  if,  on 
any  ground,  the  will  be  disputed  unsuccessfully;  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  party  disputing  it  does  so  at  his  own  risk  and 
periL 

Upon  the  second  point  it  is,  however,  to  be  observed  that  one,  at 
least,  of  the  most  important  authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Justice 
Badg^f  is  capable  of  an  explanation  which  would  bring  the  case 
supposed  within  the  first  category.  He  cites  from  Fwyaie,  the 
following  passage : — *^  8i  dans  ufi  testament  qui  est  nvl  ;par  quelque 
defa/id  de  formaUte  le  iestateur  dUy '  Je  veux  que  mon  testament  soit 
execute^  et  si  qudqu^un  de  mes  suoeesseurs  UgtHmes  Vatiaquepour  le 
/aire  easser,  finsiitue  hMtier  un  id  hSpiiai,'  une  telle  diaposUiofh 
sera  nuUe  et  inutile  qaand  mime  par  quelque  privUSge  de  TherUier 
instUue^  eneas  de  eantraveniion,  le  testament  ne  manquerait  daucune 
formaUte^  pour  lefaire  vcdoir  a  son  igard.^  It  is  obvious  that  this 
is  a  case  in  which  the  testator,  having  no  original  intention  of 
bounty  towards  the  hospital,  makes  the  hospital,  which  under 
(1)  See  ante,  pp:  4, 10. 


28  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  B> 

J.  C.       a  special  law  was  capable  of  taking  under  an  informal  will,  his 

1874        heir,  in  the  event  only  of  his  legal  heirs  disputing  the  dispositions 

EvANTUBEL    of  lus  will,  ou  tho  ground  of  its  informal  execution.    The  object, 

EvANTUKEL.  thcrcfore,  of  the  condition  is  to  enable  the  real  objects  of  his 

bounty  to  take  under  an  instrument  which  the  law  declares  to  be 

invalid,  and  so  to  protect  a  disposition  contrary  to  public  order. 

The  Eespondents  meet  the  modem  authorities  by  saying  that, 
as  they  consist  of  the  texts  taken  from  the  works  of  commentators 
on  the  Code  Napoleon  and  the  decisions  of  the  French  Courts  since 
the  promulgation  of  that  Code,  they  have  little  or  no  application 
to  the  present  case.  They  are  certainly  not  authorities  which 
bind  the  Courts  of  Canada.  But  they  seem  to  their  Lordships  to 
be,  nevertheless,  extremely  valuable  aids  towards  the  right  deter- 
mination of  the  question  whether  the  clause  under  consideration 
is  contrary  to  public  order.  The  question  is  certainly  not  con- 
clusively determined  by  the  ancient  authorities.  On  this  point  it 
is  sufficient  to  observe  that  Bieard  himself,  who  is  one  of  those 
most  in  favour  of  the  Bespondents,  admits  that  a  penalty  is 
allowable  when  designed  to  defend  a  lawful  disposition,  although 
he  goes  on,  in  Article  1548,  to  shew  that  the  penalty  is  often, 
though  not  always,  treated  as  comminatory.  And  the  very  fact 
that,  under  the  old  system,  Courts  of  Justice  exercised  a  dis- 
cretionary power  in  the  application  of  such  clauses,  shews  that 
they  were  not  absolutely  void,  or  (in  French  phrase)  to  be  deemed 
"  nan-ecrites"  as  being  contrary  to  law  or  public  order. 

We  find,  then,  the  modem  French  jurists,  whether  writing  as 
commentators  or  actually  administering  justice  in  the  Courts  of 
law,  dealing  with  the  question  whether,  after  the  old  discretionary 
jurisdiction  had  been  exploded,  and  the  law  reduced,  as  in  Canada, 
to  a  written  code,  such  a  condition  is  contrary  to  law.  They  have 
solved  that  question  in  the  manner  above  stated ;  and  the  solution 
is,  in  their  Lordships*  judgment,  agreeable  to  reason.  The  phrase- 
ology of  the  French  Code  differs  only  from  that  of  the  Canadian 
Code  in  that  it  does  not  use  the  words  *'  ordre  pMie,^'  but  declares 
only  that  conditions  shall  be  "ripuUes  non  ierites'*  if  *^ impossibles 
ou  contraires  ava  his  ou  aux  mosurs"  "  V ordre  public  '*  is,  however, 
only  the  spirit  or  policy  of  the  law,  and  the  phrase  is  still  used  in 
some  of  the  modem  French  cases  when  the  question  is  whether 
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the  diBpoBition  to  be  protected  is  res  UeUa.    Demchmbe,  too  (torn.       j.  a 
xviii.  p.  319,  art.  287)|  after  stating  that  the    penal  clanse  is       1874 
applicable  id  the  heir  who  fails  in  his  contestation  of  the  testament,   etantubel 
says  expressly,  "  Et  ieOe  est,  en  effet,  la  doctrine  qui  nous  paraU  bva»tVbel 

devoir  etre  admise,  hrsqiiU  iagit  cf  una  adion  en  nuUiti,  qui  etait       

fondee  sur  nn  motif  d'ordre  public." 

It  was  well  observed  during  the  argument  that  the  determina- 
tion of  what  is  contrary  to  the  so-called  *' policy  of  the  law" 
necessarily  varies  from  time  to  time.  Many  transactions  are 
upheld  now  by  our  own  Courts  which  a  former  generation  would 
have  avoided  as  contrary  to  the  supposed  policy  of  the  law.  The 
i-ule  remains,  but  its  application  varies  with  the  principles  which 
for  the  time  being  guide  public  opinion.  And  in  dealing  with  the 
question  before  them,  their  Lordships  think  that  very  great 
weight  is  due  to  the  opinions  and  decisions  of  modem  French 
jurists. 

Though  the  question  is  one  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of 
Lower  Canada,  and  not  by  that  of  England,  their  Lordships  think 
it  right  to  say  something  upon  the  English  authorities  which  have 
been  cited  before  them. 

There  are  undoubtedly  dicta  and  even  decisions  in  some  of  the 
earlier  cases  to  the  e£fect  that  conditions  of  this  kind  were  to  be 
held  to  be  in  terrorem^  only,  and,  in  the  language  of  the  TowA- 
stone,  ^  against  the  liberty  of  the  law.''  But^  in  the  case  of  personal 
legacies,  effect  was  given  to  the  condition  if  there  was  a  gift  over 
on  the  breach  of  the  condition.  The  whole  law  on  this  subject 
appears  to  their  Lordships  to  have  been  considered  and  put  upon 
a  sound  foundation  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Cooke  v. 
Turner  (1)  upon  the  case  sent  to  them  by  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
It  was  suggested  at  the  Bar  that  that  ruling  was  not  acted  upon 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  particular  case.  Bat,  from  the 
report  of  that  case  in  the  15th  volume  of  Simon's  Beports,  it 
appears  that,  though  pressed  to  send  the  case  before  another  Court 
of  Law,  the  Yice-Chancellor  of  England  declined  to  do  so,  but 
directed,  in  the  interest  of  the  unborn  issue  of  a  marriage,  an  issue 
80  framed  as  not  to  involve  the  forfeiture  by  the  legatees  of  their 

(1)  15  M.  &  W.  727. 
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J.  a       legacy  under  the  clause  aaaamed  to  be  valid.    The  case  of  ex  parie 

1874        Dixon  (1)»  which  was  decided  by  Lord  Cranwatih  as  Tioe-Chan- 

Eyj^nran.   oeUor,  after  his  judgment  in  Ooohe  v.  Turner  (2),  is  supposed  to 

Etaxtdbbl    *^*"^^^  ^*^  *^®  latter.    Bat  it  does  not  really  do  «o.    No  doubt 

the  learned  Judge  says  of  such  conditions  as  the  preaent  that  they 

had  been  ^  considered  (whether  justly  or  not  it  is  unnecessary  to 
inquixe)  as  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law/'  But  lie  was  not  in 
any  way  called  upon  to  decide  that  question ;  he  was  dealing  with 
a  condition  of  a  very  different  kind,  to  whiohiie  ga^e  effect.  The 
real  effect  of  his  judgment  is  only  that,  if  the  condition  be  conditio 
rai  Uciia,  it  ought  to  be  enforced.  It  does  not  affect  the  authority 
o£  Cooke  Y.  Turner  (2). 

Upon  the  whole,  their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  preponderance  of  authority,  as  well  as  principle,  is  in 
favour  of  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  on  roTiew,  and  they 
will  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  reverse  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court,  with  the  costs  incurred  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  and  those  of  this  AppeaL 

Solicitors  for  the   Appellant:    Messrs.   Bisehoff,    Bompas,  & 
Bisclioff. 
Solicitors  for  the  Eespondents :  Messrs.  C7ari,  8on^  &  BawUns. 

(1)  20  L.  J.  (Ch.)  (N.S.)  33.  (2)  15  M.  &  W.  727. 
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LTJNION  ST.  JACQUES  DE  MONTKEAL   .    Defendant;         j.c* 

AND  1874 

DAME  JULIE  BELISLE Plaintiff.  m^b. 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEENS  BENCH  IN  LOWER 
CANADA,  IN  THE  PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

DisifibuHon  of  Legidaitve  Power — LegiskUure  of  Quebec. 

EM  that  the  Act  of  the  Provincial  Legialatnze  of  Quebec  (83  Vict  c.  68), 
which  pavported  to  relieve  by  legislation  the  appellant  society,  appearing  on 
the  face  of  the  Act  to  haire  been  in  a  state  of  extreme  financial  embarrass- 
ment, is  within  the  legislative  capacity  of  that  Legislature. 

The  Act  related  expressly  to  ''a  matter  merely  of  a  local  or  private  natnre 
in  the  province,"  which,  by  the  92nd  sect,  of  the  Briiiah  North  America 
Actf  1867,  passed  by  the  Imperial  Parliament,  is  assigned  to  the  exclusive 
competency  of  the  provincial  legislature;  and  does  not  &11  within  the 
category  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  or  any  other  class  of  subjects  by 
the  91st  section  of  the  last  mentioned  Act  reserved  for  the  exclusive  legisla- 
tive authority  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada. 

XHE  qnefltion  decided  in  this  appeal  was  whether  the  Act  of  the 
proTxnoial  legislatnie  of  Qtiebee  (33  Yict.  c.  58),  is  repugnant  to 
the  proTisions  of  an  Act  of  the  Imperial  Parliament,  Tiz.  the 
British  North  America  Act,  1867-  The  Provincial  Act,  33  Vict. 
c.  58,  is  as  follows : — 

**  An  Act  to  relieve  L'TJfiion  Si,  Jacques  de  Montreal. 

**  Whereas  there  exists  in  the  City  of  Montreal  a  benefit  and 
benevolent  society,  dnly  incorporated,  nnder  the  name  of  *  LJJnion 
Si.  Jacques  de  Montreal  f  whereas  the  contributions  levied  on  the 
m^nbers  of  such  society  are  too  limited,  and  the  benefits,  especially 
those  granted  to  the  widows  of  deceased  members,  are  by  far  too 
high ;  and  whereas  such  disproportion  between  the  contributions 
and  the  benefits  has  already  reduced  considerably  the  resources 
of  the  said  society,  remarkably  encroached  on  its  savings,  and  pre- 
Yented  the  balancing  of  receipts  and  expenses,  the  latter  having  ex- 
ceeded the  former  for  more  than  three  years ;  whereas  the  half  of 

*  Pfwen^.*— LoBD  Bslbobkv,  Sib  Jambs  W.  ColvuiE,  Sib  Babkeb  Peacock, 
Sm  Mmtaqub  £.  Smite,  and  Sib  Robbbt  P.  Collieb. 
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J.  0.       the  widows  of  deceased  membersy  to  wit,  two  out  of  four,  have 

1874       understood  such  state  of  affairs,  and  have  oome  to  the  relief  of  the 

lunioh     said  society  by  agreeing  to  allow  their  weekly  and  life  benefits  to 

Dx^Mm^mLiL  ^^  lessened,  and  to  exchange  the  same  against  the  allowance  of  a 

,  «•         sum  to  be  once  paid,  and  having  not  exceeded  $200  except  for  such 

of  them  who  had  not  already  received  as  such  an  equal  sum  of 

$200;  whereas  it  would  be  unjust  and  altogether  injurious  to  the 
interests  of  the  said  society  to  continue  to  pay  weekly  and  life  be- 
nefits to  the  two  widows  having  refused  to  comply  with  the  terms 
offered  to  the  other  widows  and  by  them  accepted ;  and  whereas  the 
said  two  widows  persisting  in  their  refusal  have  already  received 
in  the  way  of  ordinary  benefits,  a  sum  exceeding  that  of  $200; 
whereas  it  has  been  shewn  that  the  financial  condition  of  the  said 
association  does  qot  permit  of  its  continuing  to  pay  to  the  two 
widows  aforesaid  their  previous  pensions,  which,  even  if  it  were 
disposed,  it  could  not  do  without  entailing  its  own  ruin;  whereas 
the  Act  incorporating  the  said  society  does  not  allow  to  decree 
that  the  terms  accepted  by  the  two  widows  aforesaid  shall  be  bind- 
ing for  all  the  widows  of  its  deceased  members ;  and  whereas  it  is 
expedient  to  remedy  such  unfavourable  state  of  affiurs,  as  prayed 
for  by  the  petition  of  the  said  society,  and  whereas  it  is  just  that 
the  prayer  of  the  said  petition  be  granted ;  therefore,  Her  Majesty, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Legislature  of  QuAec, 
enacts  as  follows : 

**  L  The  said  society,  *  The  Union  St.  Jacques  of  Montreal*  is 
hereby  authorized  to  convert,  in  the  ordinary  manner  and  forms  of 
its  proceedings,  the  benefits  of  the  said  two  widows,  to  wit :  Dame 
Elizabeth  Brunety  widow  of  the  late  Albert  Tessier,  and  Dame  Julie 
Belize,  widow  of  the  late  Prosper  TourvUle,  into  the  sum  of  $200 
to  be  once  paid  to  each  and  all  of  them. 

"  XL  If  the  said  two  widows,  or  one  of  them,  refuse  to  accept 
such  sum,  instead  of  their  or  her  prior  benefit,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  said  society  to  keep  such  sum  or  sums  in  trust,  and  they  shall 
only  be  bound  to  pay  the  said  widows,  for  all  the  benefits  to  which 
they  were  previously  entitled,  the  legal  interest  on  the  said  sum  of 
$200,  that  is  to  say,  $12  to  each  of  them,  the  said  interest  pay- 
able monthly  and  in  advance  up  to  their  re-marriage  or  till  their 
death,  if  they  remain  in  a  state  of  widowhood ;  it  shall,  nevertheless. 
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be  lawful  for  the  said  widows  to  draw  the  said  allowance  of  $200  J.  c. 
^each,  provided,  of  course,  that  they  shall  ask  for  it  while  in  a  state  1874 
of  widowhood,  L'Uniok 

"  m.  But  if  the  said  association, '  L'Unim  Si.  Jacques  de  Man-  ^^'^^^^ 
ir^*  sees  its  condition  improve,  and  becomes  possessed  of  assets,        ,  «• 
amounting  to  $10,000  in  real  estate,  or  in  savings  deposited  in       — 
banks  or  otherwise  invested,  it  shall  be  permissible  to  the  two 
widows  above  named  to  demand  from  the  said  association  the  same 
eontribution  as  heretofore  (7«.  6(2.  per  week),  and  also  all  arrears 
from  this  date,  after  deduction  has  been  made  of  the  $200  and  the 
interest  received  by  them  on  the  same." 

Under  the  Imperial  Act  The  British  North  America  Act,  1867, 
sect.  3,  the  provinces  of  Canada,  ^Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Bruns- 
wick, form  one  dominion  under  the  name  of  Canada,  and  under 
sect  5,  Canada  is  divided  into  four  provinces,  viz.,  Ontario,  QiuJ)ec, 
Nova  Scotia,  and  New  Brunswick.  A  Parliament  for  Canada 
called  the  Dominion  Parliament  consisting  of  the  Queen  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Commons  is  thereby  established,  and  by 
sect  71,  a  legislature  for  Quebec  was  established  consisting  of  the 
Lieut.-Govemor  and  of  two  Houses,  styled  the  Legislative  Council 
of  QuAec  and  the  Legislative  Assembly  of  QuAec. 

The  material  sections  of  the  Imperial  Act  which  effected  the 
distribution  of  legislative  power  as  between  the  Dominion  Parlia- 
ment and  the  local  legislature,  are  the  Qlst  and  the  92Dd.  By 
the  former,  so  far  as  is  material  to  this  case  to  refer  to  it,  it  was 
provided  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Queen,  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Dominion  Legislature,  to  make  laws  on  all  sub- 
jects not  coming  within  the  class  of  subjects  by  that  Act  assigned 
exclusively  to  the  legislature  of  the  province,  and  for  greater  cer- 
tainty, it  was  declared  that  the  exclusive  legislative  authority  of 
the  Parliament  of  Canada  should  extend  to  all  matters  coming 
within  certain  classes  of  subjects,  to  wit,  inter  alia,  bankruptcy  and 
insolvency;  and  that  any  matter  coming  within  the  said  classes  of 
subjects  should  not  be  deemed  to  come  within  the  class  of  *^  Matters 
of  a  local  or  private  nature  '*  mentioned  in  the  next  section.  By 
the  latter,  it  was  provided  that  in  each  province  the  local  legisla- 
ture might  exclusively  make  laws  in  relation  to  matters  coming 
within  certain   classes   of  subjects  therein  mentioned,  to  wit, 

Vou  VI.  3  D 
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J.  0.        inter  aUa :  7.  The  establishment,  maintenance,  and  management 

1874        of  hospitals,  asylums,  charities,  and  eleemosynary   institutions 

LVmoif     ^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  proYince,  other  than  marine  hospitals.    11.  The- 

m^MootmSl  i^oorpo"^*^o^  ^^  companies  with  provincial  objects.    13,  Property 

«.         and  civil  rights  in  the    province.      16.  Generally  all  matters 

of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  province. 

The  question  arose  in  this  way.  The  Bespondent,  on  the  25th 
of  August,  1870,  sued  the  Appellant  Society  in  the  Circuit  Court 
for  the  district  o{  Montreal,  to  recover  an  instalment  of  an  annuity 
to  which  she  was  admittedly  entitled  under  the  rules  of  the  society* 
By  special  plea,  the  Appellant  pleaded  that  by  the  Provincial  Act 
above  set  out  it  was  authorized  to  pay  to  the  Bespondent  the  sum 
of  $200  in  lieu  of  the  benefits  which  she  was  entitled  to  receive 
from  the  society,  and  if  she  refused  to  accept  it  to  place  the  sum 
in  deposit,  and  pay  to  the  Bespondent  the  interest,  viz.  $12  a 
year  monthly  in  advance  during  her  life,  or  till  her  second 
marriage;  and  that  the  society  had,  at  a  general  meeting,  on> 
the  10th  of  March,  1870,  resolved  to  avail  itself  of  the  Act,  and 
that  it  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  arrears  to> 
that  date.  The  Bespondent  answered,  that  the  Provincial  Act 
should  be  declared  illegal  and  unconstitutional.  The  Judge,  on 
the  30th  of  November,  1870,  gave  judgment  overruling  the  Appel- 
lant's plea,  which  judgment  was  affirmed  on  the  20th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1872,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Duval,  C.  J.,  Druvv* 
mand  and  MonJc,  JJ.,  Caran,  and  Badgley,  JJ.,  dissenting).  The- 
majority  of  the  Judges  considered  that  the  provincial  legislature 
in  passing  the  Provincial  Act,  had  legislated  on  a  matter  coming 
within  the  class  of  "insolvency,"  which  belonged  under  the- 
91st  section  of  the  Imperial  Act  to  the  exclusive  authority  of  the- 
Parliament  of  Canada. 

Sir  W.  Harcourt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Sompas,  for  the  Appellant. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  W.  Gtbbs,  for  the  Bespondent. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

Lord  Selborne  : — 

The  sole  question  in  this  appeal  is  this :  whether  the  subject 
matter  of  the  Provincial  Act  (33  Vict.  c.  58),  is  one  of  those 
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which  by  the  9l8t  section  of  the  Dominion  Act  are  reserved  excln-       J.  0. 
sively  for  legislation  by  the  Dominion  Legislature.    The  scheme       1874 
of  the  9l8t  and  92nd  sections  is  this.    By  the  91st  section  some     l'i^k 
matters — ^and  their  Lordships  may  do  well  to  assume,  for  the  argu-  ^'-^'"^^ 
ment's  sake,  that  they  are  all  matters  except  those  afterwards  dealt        ,  «• 
with  by  the  92nd  section — their  Lordships  do  not  decide  it,  but  for       i — ^' 
the  argmnent*3  sake  they  will  assume  it ;  certain  matters,  being 
upon  that  assumption  all  those  which  are  not  mentioned  in  the 
92nd  section  are  reserved  for  the  exclusive  legislation  of  the  Parlia- 
ment of  Cwnada^  called  the  Dominion  Parliament ;  but  beyond 
controversy  there  are  certain  other  matters,  not  only  not  reserved 
for  the  Dominion  Parliament,  but  assigned  to  the  exclusive  power 
and  competency  of  the  provincial  legislature  in  each  province. 
Among  those  the  last  is  thus  expressed :  ''Generally  all  matters  of 
a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  province."    If  there  is 
nothing  to  control  that  in  the  9l8t  section,  it  would  seem  manifest 
that  the  subject  matter  of  this  Act,  the  33  Yict.  c.  68,  is  a 
matter  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  in  the  province,  because 
it  relates  to  a  benevolent  or  benefit  society  incorporated  in  the 
city  of  MonWeal  within  the  province,  which  appears  to  consist 
exclusively  of  members  who  would  be  subject  prima  faeie  to  the 
control  of  the  provincial  legislature.    This  Act  deals  solely  with 
the  affairs  of  that  particular  society,  and  in  this  manner : — ^taking 
notice  of  a  certain  state  of  embarassment  resulting  from  what  it 
describes  in  substance  as  improvident  regulations  of  the  society, 
it  imposes  a  forced  commutation  of  their  existing  rights  upon 
two  widows,  who  at  the  time  when  that  Act  was  passed  were 
annuitants  of  the  society  under  its  rules,  reserving  to  them  the  rights 
80  cut  down  in  the  fature  possible  event  of  the  improvement  up  to  a 
certain  point  of  the  affairs  of  the  association.     Clearly  this  matter 
is  private ;  clearly  it  is  local,  so  far  as  locality  is  to  be  considered, 
because  it  is  in  the  province  and  in  the  city  o{ Montreal;  and 
unless,  therefore,  the  general  effect  of  that  head  of  sect  92  is  for 
this  purpose  qualified  by  something  in  sect.  91,  it  is  a  matter  not 
only  within  the  competency,  but  within  the  exclusive  competency 
of  the  provincial  legislature.  Now  sect.  91  qualifies  it  undoubtedly, 
if  it  be  within  any  one  of  the  different  classes  of  subjects  there 
specially  enumerated ;  because  the  last  and  concluding  words  of 

3  D  2 
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J.  0.       sect.  91  are :  ^  And  any  matter  coming  within  any  of  the  classes 

1874        of  subjects  enumerated  in  this  section  shall  not  be  deemed  to  come 

LiJnoN     within  the  class  of  matters  of  a  local  or  private  nature  comprised 

^^M^u^  in  the  enumeration  of  the  classes  of  subjects  by  this  Act  assigned 

«(.         ezclusiyely  to  the  Legislatures  of  the  provinces."-  But  the  anus  is 

OB  the  Bespondent  to  shew  that  this,  being  of  itself  of  a  local  or 

private  nature,  does  also  come  within  one  or  more  of  the  classes  of 
subjects  specially  enumerated  in  the  91st  section. 

Now  it  has  not  been  alleged  that  it  comes  within  any  other  class 
of  the  subjects  so  enumerated  except  the  21st,  *'  Bankruptcy  and 
Insolvency ;"  and  the  question  therefore  is,  whether  this  is  a  matter 
coming  under  that  class  21,  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency  ?  Their 
Lordships  observe  that  the  scheme  of  enumeration  in  that  section 
is,  to  mention  various  categories  of  general  subjects  which  may  be 
dealt  \pth  by  legislation*  There  is  no  indication  in  any  instance 
of  anything  being  contemplated,  except  what  may  be  properly 
described,  as  general  legislation;  such  legislation  as  is  well  ex- 
pressed by  Mr.  Justice  Caran  when  he  speaks  of  the  general  laws 
governing  FaiUiief  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  all  which  are  well 
known  legal  terms  expressing  systems  of  legislation  with  which 
the  subjects  of  this  country,  and  probably  of  most  other  civilized 
countries,  are  perfectly  familiar.  The  words  describe  in  their 
known  legal  sense  provisions  made  by  law  for  the  administration  of 
the  estates  of  persons  who  may  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent, 
according  to  rules  and  definitions  prescribed  by  law,  including  of 
course  the  conditions  in  which  that  law  is  to  be  brought  into 
operation,  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  brought  into  operation, 
and  the  effect  of  its  operation.  Well,  no  such  general  law  covering 
this  particular  association  is  alleged  ever  to  have  been  passed  by 
the  Dominion.  The  hypothesis  was  suggested  in  argument  by 
Mr.  JSen/amn,  who  certainly  argued  this  case  with  his  usual 
ingenuity  and  force,  of  a  law  having  been  previously  passed  by 
the  Dominion  Legislature,  to  the  effect  that  any  association  of  this 
particular  kind  throughout  the  Dominion,  on  certain  specified  con- 
ditions assumed  to  be  exactly  those  which  appear  upon  the  face  of 
this  statute,  should  thereupon,  ipso  facto,  fall  under  the  legal 
administration  in  bankruptcy  or  insolvency.  Their  Lordships  are 
by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  if  any  such  law  as  that  had  been 
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passed  by  the  Dominion  Legislature,  it  would  have  been  beyond       J.  C. 
their  competency :  nor  that,  if  it  had  been  so  passed,  it  would  have       1874 
been  within  the  competency  of  the  provincial  legislature  afterwards     l*Uvion 
to  take  a  particular  association  out  of  the  scope  of  a  general  law  ot^'j^^^!^^^ 
that  kind,  so  competently  ^passed  by  the  authority  which  had        ,  v* 
power  to  deal  with  bankruptcy  and  insolvency.    But  no  such  law        * — 
ever  has  been  passed ;  and  to  suggest  the  possibility  of  such  a  law 
as  a  reason  why  the  power  of  the  provincial  legislature  over  this 
local  and  private  association  should  be  in  abeyance  or  altogether 
taken  away,  is  to  make  a  suggestion  which,  if  followed  up  to  its  con- 
sequences, wonld  go  very  far  to  destroy  that  power  in  all  case& 

It  was  suggested,  perhaps  not  very  accurately,  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  that  upon  the  same  principle  no  part  of  the  land  in 
the  province  upon  the  sea  coasts  could  be  dealt  with,  because,  by 
possibility,  it  might  be  required  for  a  lighthouse,  and  an  Act 'might 
be  passed  by  the  Dominion  Legislature  to  make  a  lighthouse  there. 
That  was  not  a  happy  illustration,  because  the  whole  of  the  sea 
coast  is  put  within  the  .exqlusivQ  cognizance  of  the  Dominion 
Legislature  by  another  article ;  but  the  principle  of  the  illustration 
may  be  transferred  to  Article  7,  which  gives  to  the  Dominion  the 
exclusive  right  of  legislating  as  to  all  matters  coming  under  the 
head  of  ^  militia,  military  and  naval  service,  and  defence.''  Any 
part  of  the  land  in  the  province  of  Qntbeo  might  be  taken  by  the 
Dominion  Legislature  for  the  purpose  of  military  defence ;  and 
the  argument  is,  if  pushed  to  its  consequences,  that  because  this 
which  has  not  been  done  as  to  some  particular  land  might  possibly 
have  been  done,  therefore,  it  not  having  been  done,  all  power  over 
that  land,  and  therefore  over  all  the  land  in  the  province,  is  taken 
away,  so  far  as  relates  to  legislation  concerning  matters  of  a  merely 
local  or  private  nature.  That,  their  Lordships  think,  is  neither  a 
necessary  or  reasonable,  nor  a  just  and  proper  construction.  The 
fact  that  this  particular  society  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
Provincial  Act  to  have  been  in  a  state  of  embarrassment,  and  in 
such  a  financial  condition  that,  unless  relieved  by  legislation,  it 
might  have  been  likely  to  come  to  ruin,  does  not  prove  that  it  was 
in  any  legal  sense  within  the  category  of  insolvency.  And  in 
point  of  fact  the  whole  tendency  of  the  Act  is  to  keep  it  out  of 
that  category,  and  not  to  bring  it  into  it  The  Act  does  not  termi- 
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J.  0.       nate  the  company ;  it  does  not  propose  a  final  distribution  of  its 

1S74       assets  on  the  footing  of  insolvency  or  bankniptcy ;  it  does  not  wind 

L'UNioir    ^t  ^P*    0^  ^h^  contrary,  it  contemplates  its  going  on,  and  possibly 

pl^MfoinM^**  some  future  time  recovering  its  prosperity,  and  then  these 

V.         creditors,  who  seem  on  the  face  of  the  Act  to  be  somewhat  sum- 
Bklisli. 
marily  interfered  with,  are  to  be  reinstated. 

Their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  an  Act 

relating  to  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  and  will  therefore  humbly 

advise  Her  Majesty  that  this  appeal  be  allowed,  that  the  judgment 

of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  {Canada)  ought  to  be  reversed,  and 

that  the  suit  be  dismissed.    There  will  be  no  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Bischoff,  Bompas,  &  Bischoff, 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondent :  Messrs.  WUde,  Berger,  Thorny  & 
wade. 


J.c*      JOHN  BENJAMIN  LEE Apfbllakt; 

1874  ^^ 

June2i.    JOHN  FAGG  AND  EDWARD  MUMMERY  .    Respondents. 
ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 
Pleadings — MonUion'^Interest  of  Promovent. 

Where  a  monition  issued  by  the  Commissary-General  of  the  diocese  of 
Canterbury  to  an  incumbent  and  churchwardens,  ordering  them  to  remove 
certain  ornaments  from  their  church  unless  they  should  shew  cause  to  the 
contrary,  did  not  disclose  on  the  face  of  it  any  interest  in  the  suit  on  the 
part  of  the  promovent,  and  such  defect  was  insisted  upon  by  the  church- 
wardens in  shewing  cause  against  the  same : — 

Eddy  that  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Arches  was  right  in  directing  that 
the  suit  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs  as  against  the  churchwardens. 

Such  a  suit  is  a  civil  suit,  and  is  not  open  to  every  one,  even  with  the 
consent  of  the  ordinary,  but  only  to  those  who  have  an  interest  in  it. 

Un  the  24th  of  March,  1878,  a  monition  (1)  and  citation  under  seal 
of  the  Commissary  Court  of  Canterbury  was  issued  at  the  petition 

•  Present: — Snt  Jambs  W.Colvile,  Sm  Babnes  Pxaoock,  Sib  Montague 
E.  Smith,  and  Sm  Robebt  P.  Colueb. 


(I)  See  Law  Bep.  4  A.  &  E.  p.  135. 


yOL.  VI.]  CASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  •     39 

of  the  Appellant  to  the  Eererend  Charles  Joseph  Bidsddlej  clerk,       J.  0. 
incumbent  of  the  parish  and  church  of  8t,  Peter ^  FoUeestonSy  in  the        1874 
county  of  KerU^  and  the  aboye-named  Kespondents,  the  chnrch-        lhb 
wardens  thereof  to  remoYCy  or  cause  to  be  removed,  certain       j,*^^ 
representations  of  figures  in  coloured  relief,  of  plastic  material,       — 
Tepresenting  scenes  of  Our  Lord's  Passion,  attached  to  the  walls 
of  the  said  church,  and  commonly  called  Stations  of  the  Cross 
and  Passion,  or  to  appear  and  shew  cause  why  the  same  should 
not  be  removed  on  the  ground  that  the  said  stations  had  been 
placed  in  the  said  church  without  any  faculty  having  been  granted 
for  placing  the  same  there. 

On  the  26th  of  May,  1873,  the  Bespondents  appeared  and 
prayed  that  they  be  dismissed  from  the  suit  with  costs,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Appellant  did  not  shew  on  the  face  of  the 
monition  any  interest  in  the  matter  complained  of,  either  of  a 
public  or  private  character.  The  Judge,  by  interlocutory  decree 
(the  9th  of  June,  1873),  rejected  the  said  prayer ;  but,  on  the  14th 
of  November,  1873,  the  Official  Principal  of  the  Arches  Court  of 
'Canlerbtiry  reversed  the  Judge's  decree,  and  dismissed  the  Be-, 
spondents  from  the  suit  with  costs  as  prayed  (1). 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JET.  Coune,  for  the  Appellant,  contended 
that  it  was  unnecessary  that  the  promovent  should  have  any  special 
or  private  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  or  any  interest 
other  than  that  of  maintaining  public  order  and  of  enforcing 
obedience  to  ecclesiastical  law.  It  was  further  unnecessary  that 
he  should  have  the  status  of  a  parishioner  of  the  said  church,  or 
should  have  sustained  any  civil  injury  in  respect  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit.  The  proceeding  was  entirely  ad  pvhlicam  vin- 
didam.  Even  if  the  promovent  must  have  a  special  or  private 
interest,  the  same  need  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  monition  and 
citation.  They  cited  Duke  ofPorUand  v.  Bingham  (2),  where  the 
Duke  of  Portland  shewed  no  interest ;  lAne  v.  Harris  (3) ;  Hopper 
T.  Davis  (4) ;  Beal  v.  Liddell,  Westerton  v.  lAddeU  (5) ;  MiUar  v. 
Palmer  (6).    [Sib  B.  Peacock  :— Suppose  the  promovent  had  no 

(1)  See  Fogg  v.  Lee,  Law  Rep.  4  A         (4)  1  Lee,  640, 

A  E,  p.  135.  (5)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  1857 ;  and 

(2)  1  Hagg.  OonB.  159.  see  Lidddl  v.  Beal,  14  Moore's  P.  C. 

(3)  1  Lee,  146.  Cases,  1. 

(6)  1  Curtis,  54Q  549. 
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J.  o.  civil  Temedy,  is  he  not  entitled  to  a  monition?  Is  a  monition 
1874  necessarily  the  commencement  of  a  civil  proceeding  ?].  This  is 
LsB  neither  a  civil  nor  a  criminal  snit  It  is  a  tertium  quid,  which 
Pago  s^eks  an  order  to  explain  to  the  ordinary  the  state  of  the  diocese 
— ^to  call  on  him  to  fulfil  a  pnblio  duty. 

Dr.  A.  J.  Stephens^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  O.  PhUUmore,  for  the 
BespondentSy  contended  that  there  was  no  authority  in  principle 
or  precedent  for  the  tertium  quid  theory  started  on  the  other  side. 
The  Appellant  did  not  appear,  from  the  monition,  to  be  a  party 
aggrieved  by  the  acts  complained  of,  nor  to  have  any  connection 
with  the  parish  or  diocese.  It  was  a  civil  suit,  open  only  to  those 
who  had  a  personal  interest  in  it,  and  there  is  no  precedent  of  a 
monition  in  a  civil  suit  not  shewing  an  interest  The  monitioa 
must  be  strictly  construed,  and  it]  cannot  be  presumed  on  behalf 
of  the  promovent  that  any  sufficient  interest  existed  which  ho 
has  not  stated.  They  cited  Turner  v.  Meyers  (1)  and*  Beg.  v. 
Bishop  of  OhioJhester  (2). 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C,,  replied. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

Sir  Robebt  P.  Collieb  : — 

In  this  case  an  application  was  made  to  the  Commissary- 
General  of  the  diocese  of  Canterbury  for  a  monition  to  be  issued 
to  the  Bev.  Charles  Joseph  Bidsdale,  the  incumbent  of  the  parish 
of  St.  Peter's,  Folkestone,  and  the  churchwardens,  ordering  them  to 
remove  certain  ornaments  called  stations  from  their  church,  unless 
they  could  shew  cause  why  such,  ornaments  should  not  be  re* 
moved.  The  application  for  this  monition  appears  to  have  been 
made  by  a  gentleman  described  as  Mr.  John  Benjamin  Lee,  of  No.  2, 
Broad  Sanctuary,  in  the  city  of  Westminster,  and  their  Lordships 
cannot  take  cognisance  of  any  other  description  of  that  gentleman*. 
Mr.  Lee  does  not  state  that  he  has  any  interest  in  the  suit.  The 
rector  did  not  appear,  but  the  churchwardens,  upon  the  day  ap- 
pointed by  the  Commissary-General  for  holding  a  Court  to  make 
an  order  in  the  matter,  insisted  that  the  suit  should  be  dismissed^ 

(1)  1  Hagg.  Cons.  414.  (2)  2  E.  &  E.  222. 
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on  the  ground  that  the  monition  did  not  shew  that  Mr.  Lee^  the  J.  c. 
piomorent  of  the  suit,  had  any  such  interest  as  would  entitle  him  1874 
to  maintain  it.  The  learned  Commissary-General  oyerroled  this  "^ 
objection,  whereupon  >n  appeal  was  preferred  to  the  Court  of  „J- 
Arches.  The  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Arches  reversed  the  judgment  — 
of  the  Commissary-General,  and  directed  that  the  suit  should  be 
dismissed  as  against  the  churchwardens,  with  costs. 

The  first  question  which  arises  in  the  case  is^  whether  it  is  in 
point  of  law  necessary  that  the  promorent  of  a  suit  of  this 
description  should  have  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  it?  On  this 
question  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Arches  observes :  ^'  In 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  ^there  are  two  kinds  of  suits,  civil  and 
criminal.  The  criminal  suit,  which  is  the  promotion  of  the  office 
of  the  judge,  that  is,  of  the  ordinary,  is  open  to  any  person  whom 
the  ordinary  may  think  fit  to  allow  to  promote  his  office  by  the 
institution  of  a  criminal  suit;  such  a  suit  is  *ad  puUioam  vin^ 
didam/  and  in  some  sense  concerns  every  member  of  the  church. 
The  civil  suit  is  not  open  to  everyone,  even  with  the  consent  of 
the  ordinary,  but  only  to  those  who  have  a  personal  interest  in  it;" 
and  the  learned  Judge  proceeds  to  rule  that  this  suit  comes  within 
the  latter  description.  Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the 
learned  Judge  was  right. 

It  has  been  contended,  indeed,  at  the  bar  that  there  is  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  a  certain  third  class  of  suits,  not  very 
accurately  defined,  but  designated  generally  as  a  tertium  genus, 
partaking  partiy  of  the  character  of  civil  suits  and  partiy  of  the 
character  of  crinunal  suits,  and  that  this  suit  is  one  of  that 
teriivm  genius,  but  no  sufficient  authority  and  no  sufficient  argu- 
ment founded  upon  principle  has  been  adduced  to  induce  their 
Lordships  to  affirm  the  existence  of  this  class  of  suits,  or,  if  it 
exists,  that  the  present  suit  belongs  to  it. 

Their  Lordships  find  the  law  on  this  subject  laid  down  by  Lord 
StoiceU  in  a  case  which  has  been  quoted,  TJie  Duke  of  Portland  v. 
Bingham  (1),  in  which  belays  down  the  distinction  between  crimi- 
nal and  civil  ecclesiastical  suits,  without  alluding  to  any  supposed 
third  class  of  suits,  in  these  terms : — **  There  are  other  interests  in 
which  every  man  partakes,  such  as  that  of  maintaining  public 
(1)  1  Hagg,  Cons.  167. 
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J.  0.       order^  &c.    These  are  clear,  direct,  and  universal,  and  will  entitle 

1874       any  one  to  institute  proceedings  to  preserve  that  order.    But  such 

l^       proceedings  must  be  ad  ptMicam  vindddam  and  by  criminal 

P*'         articles  exhibited  in  due  form,  which  is  the  usual  way  of  trying 

-—       such  matters  as  the  present,  and  the  most  convenient    In  that 

case  the  question  would  be  reduced  to  one  point  only — ^the  right 

of  the  party  who  is  the  object  of  such  proceedings,  whereas  in  civil 

suits  a  previous  question  may  arise  of  equal  difficulty  on  the  right 

and  title  of  the  person  instituting  the  suit    This,  then,  is  an 

important  distinction."    Their  Lordships,  therefore,  have  come  to 

the  conclusion  that  it  is  necessary  in  point  of  law  to  enable 

Mr.  Lee  to  maintain  this  suit  that  he  should  have  some  interest 

in  it 

This  being  so,  the  questions  which  remain  are  purely  questions 
of  pleading  and  practice  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts.  The  first 
pleading  question  which  arises  is  whether  it  is  necessary  that  the 
monition  should  shew  the  interest  of  Mr.  Lee  upon  the  face  of  it ; 
and,  secondly,  whether,  if  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to  object  to 
his  want  of  interest  they  have  objected  to  it  at  the  proper  time  and 
in  the  proper  manner? 

It  has  been  said  that  citations  in  suits  of  this  kind  have 
usually  not  set  out  the  interest  of  the  promovent  of  the  salt,  some 
cases  have  been  cited  upon  the  subject  and  reference  has  been 
made  to  Coneefs  Book  of  Practice,  in  which,  although  (as  fiftr  as 
their  Lordships  understand)  no  precedent  is  actually  set  out  of  a 
form  of  citation  or  a  form  of  monition,  still  the  requisites  of  a 
citation  are  described.  Those  requisites  are  first,  the  name  of  the 
Judge,  his  commission,  and  style ;  secondly,  the  name  of  the 
party  cited ;  thirdly,  the  dayjand  place  where  he  must  appear ; 
fourthly,  the  cause  for  which  the  suit  is  commenced ;  fifthly,  the 
name  and  address  of  the.  party  at  whose  instance  the  citation  is 
obtained ;  and  sixthly,  the  residence  of  the  Defendant ;  and  it  is 
argued  that  this  enumeration  excludes  the  notion  that  the  interest 
of  the  promovent  of  the  suit  should  appear  in  the  citation.  It 
appears,  however,  to  their  Lordships  that  that  part  of  the  citation 
which  shews  ^'  the  cause  for  which  the  suit  is  commenced,"  would 
probably  be  defective  unless  it  shewed  the  interest  which  the 
promovent  had  in  it 
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Some  cases  were  then  referred  to  in  which  it  has  been  con-  J.  c. 
tended  that  no  interest  was  set  out  in  the  citation,  bat  those  cases  1874 
do  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  bear  ont  that  contention.  ^{^ 
In  Duke  of  Portland  v.  Bingham  (1)  it  is  said,  *'  This  is  a  case  ^^' 
arising  upon  a  decree  taken  out  by  the  Duke  of  Portland,  as  lay  — 
rector,  impropriator,  and  parson  of  the  rectory  and  parish  of  8t. 
MarylAone,  against  Dr.  Binffham,  citing  him  to  appear  and  bring 
in  a  license  granted  by  the  Bishop  of  London,  authorizing  him  to 
perform  the  office  of  joint  Sunday  preacher  in  a  chapel  in  Qtubeo 
Street,  in  the  said  parish."  It  seems  from  this  citation  that  the 
Duke  of  Porthmd  did  allege  an  interest,  and  the  question  subse- 
quently raised  by  an  act  on  petition  was  whether  the  interest  he 
had  set  out  was  or  was  not  sufficient.  Then,  again,  in  Line  v. 
BSiMTris  (2)  it  would  appear,  from  the  short  report  of  the  citation, 
that  it  did  shew  some  interest  on  .the  part  of  the  promovent. 
'^Mr.  Earrie,  the  vicar  of  St.  Stephen's,  took  out  a  citation  to  call 
Line^  to  answer  in  a  cause  of  invading  and  encroaching  on  Harris's 
office  by  officiating  in  this  chapel  without  his  leave,"  Possibly,  if 
the  citation  had  been  set  out  in  full,  the  nature  of  his  interest 
would  have  more  clearly  appeared.  Again,  in  the  case  of  Hopper 
T.  Dams  (3)  some  interest  was  stated  on  behalf  of  the  church- 
wardens. Be  this  as  it  may,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  a  citation 
only  caLU  upon  the  Defendant  to  appear,  and  then  the  proceedings 
take  the  ordinary  course  of  libel  and  allegation,  and  so  on.  This 
suit  is  commenced  not  merely  by  citation,  but  by  monition  also. 
The  Defendant  is  not  only  called  upon  to  appear,  but  to  do  a 
certain  act,  or  to  shew  cause  why  it  should  not  be  done.  A 
monition  is  by  no  means  a  process  of  the  Court  to  be  issued  like  a 
citation  as  a  matter  of  course,  but  is  granted  on  application  in  the 
exercise  of  judicial  discretion,  and  in  the  absence  of  cause  shewn 
becomes  an  imperative  order.  If  therefore  it  were  clear  that  a 
mere  citation  need  not  shew  an  interest,  it  would  by  no  means 
foUow  that  a  monition  need  not  As  far  as  their  Lordships  are 
able  to  collect,  this  mode  of  proceeding,  although  it  may  not  be 
altogether  novel,  has  been  more  frequently  adopted  recently  than 
in  former  times.    According  to  the  statement  of  the  Dean  of  the 

(1)  1  Hagg.  Cons.  159.  (2)  1  Lee,  146.  (3)  1  Lee,  640. 
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J.  0.  Arches,  which  undoubtedly  is  correct,  no  precedent  is  to  be  found 
1874  of  any  monition  not  shewing  an  interest  in  a  ciril  suit  of  this 
Lee  kind.  One  precedent  only  has  been  brought  before  their  Lord- 
fIgg  sbips  of  such  a  monition,  but  that  is  of  a  very  important  cha- 
—  racter.  It  is  the  well-known  case  of  Beat  v.  LiddeU  (1),  in  which 
the  suit  was  commenced  in  precisely  the  same  manner  as  this, 
and  in  which  the  interest  of  the  promovent  of  the  suit  is  set  out 
most  carefully  in  the  monition.  It  may  be  at  least  inferred  that 
their  Lordships  who  heard  that  case  (the  Committee  comprismg 
very  eminent  names)  were  of  opinion  that  this  was  proper  and 
necessary,  for  Mr.  Beal  appeared  before  the  Privy  Council  desiring 
the  execution  of  the  monition,  whereupon  counsel  for  the  De- 
fendant made  an  objection  which  was  afterwards  withdrawn,  that 
Mr.  Beal  had  no  interest  to  continue  the  suit,  although  he  had 
lawfully  begun  it,  whereupon  (according  to  the  report  of  Mr. 
Moore)  the  Committee  observe : — **  The  counsel  for  the  Bespon- 
dents  took  an  objection,  which  they  did  not  press,  to  Beoi  being 
heard,  as  he  had  ceased  to  be  a  parishioner  or  inhabitant  within 
the  district  of  St.  Barnabas,  and  therefore  had  no  locus  standi  in 
an  Ecclesiastical  Court  Their  Lordships  intimated  their  opinion 
that  the  objection  in  general  law  and  practice 'was  correct,  and 
that  it  was  only  in  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
having  regard  to  the  waiver  of  the  objection  by  the  incumbent 
and  churchwardens,  that  BeaX  would  be  allowed  to  proceed,  but 
that  the  permission  granted  him  was  not  to  be  considered  a  pre- 
cedent.'' Their  Lordships  seem  to  have  entertained  some  doubt 
as  to  whether  BeoTs  interest  must  not  have  been  a  continuing 
interest  to  enable  him  to  enforce  execution  in  the  suit,  but  none 
that  it  was  proper  and  necessary  that  his  interest  in  the  first 
instance  should  have  been  stated  in  the  proceeding  by  which  the 
suit  was  commenced. 

That  being  so,  their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  it 
was  necessary  that  Mr.  Lee*s  interest  should  appear  upon  the 
monition.  • 

Then  comes  the  question,  if  the  Defendants  had  a  right  to 
object  to  his  interest  not  appearing,  when  and  how  they  should 

(1)  14  Moore'8  P.  C.  Cases,  1. 
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have  objected  ?  It  is  stated,  indeed,  by  the  learned  Judge  of  the  'j.  0. 
Commissary  Court  that  in  his  opinion  the  only  convenient  and  1874 
correct  mode  of  raising  an  objection  to  Mr.  Lee's  interest  is,  either  ^^ 
appearing  under  protest  and  calling  upon  him  to  propound  his 
interest,  or  by  raising  it  on  the  admission  of  the  libel,  or  by  the 
subsequent  pleadings.  '  The  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of 
Arches  speaks  of  three  courses  which  were  open  to  the  Defend- 
ants. He  says:  ''The  party  so  cited  might  have  taken  one  of 
three  courses — ^he  might  have  appeared  and  demanded  a  more 
formal  proceeding  by  way  of  libel,  or  by  the  less  formal  way  of 
act  on  petition,  but  he  might  also  have  made  his  defence  by 
appearing  in  obedience  to  the  monition  and  shewing  cause  against 
it  to  the  Court."  The  learned  Commissary  gave  notice  that  he 
would  hold  a  Court  for  the  purpose  of  cause  being  shewn  against 
the  monition,  and  he  states  that  he  held  this  Court  with  a  view  of 
making  an  order  in  the  matter.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
Defendants  being  called  upon,  as  they  properly  would  be,  to  shew 
cause,  in  their  Lordships*  opinion  it  was  competent  for  them  to 
shew  as  cause  that  which  was  fatal  to  the  suit,  namely,  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  instituting  it 

Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Arches  was  right,  and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  to  afBrm  that  judgment,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with 
costs. 

Proctors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Moore  &  Currey. 
Proctors  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  Brookes  &  Co. 
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J.  c*      THE  REV.  CHARLES  PARNELL,  Clerk  .    .    Dependant  ; 

1874  AND 

Nov,2i.     WALTER  ROUGHTON Pbomoteb. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  CHANCERY  COURT  OP  YORK. 

Pleading — "7n  a  Ceremonious  Manner"^-'* Sanctioned  orpermiUed^^ — 

auJfUieney, 

Where  certain  articles  exhibited  against  a  clergyman  charged  him  with 
doing  certain  specified  acts  in  his  chnrch  ''  in  a  ceremonious  manner,"  or  *'  as 
connected  with  and  forming  part  of  the  ceremonies  of  public  worship**: — 

HMj  that  these  words  amounted  to  allegations  of  fact  capable  of  proof, 
and  not  to  conclusions  of  law  to  be  drawn  from  £icts. 

The  averment  that  an  incumbent  has  ''sanctioned  or  permitted**  in  his 
chnrch  any  alleged  departure  from  the  course  of  public  worship  as  authorized 
by  law  is  sufficient,  without  charging  that  sudi  departure  was  authorized  by 
the  incumbent. 

An  averment,  following  the  exact  words  of  the  third  rubric  at  the  end  of 
the  Conmiunion  Service,  that  there  has  been  communion,  that  the  elements 
were  consecrated  and  received  by  the  minister,  either  where  no  person  com- 
municated with  him,  or  where  only  one  person  oommunicated  with  him,  or 
where  only  two  persons  oommunicated  with  him,  is  a  sufficient  allegation 
of  an  ecclesiastical  offence  having  been  committed. 

X  HIS  suit  was  brought  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  3  &  4 
Vict,  c  86,  against  the  Appellant,  a  beneficed  clergyman  in  the 
diocese  of  Chester,  for  certain  alleged  offences  against  the  Laws 
Ecclesiastical  relating  to  the  mode  of  conducting  divine  service ; 
and  it  came  before  the  Chancery  Court  of  York  in  the  first  in- 
stance by  virtue  of  letters  of  request  (Nov.  24, 1873),  from  the 
Sishop  of  Chester.  Fifteen  articles  against  the  Appellant  were 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  on  the  29th  of  January,  1874, 
the  substance  of  which  was,  so  far  as  it  is  material  to  refer  to  them, 
as  follows : — 

**4.  For  having  in  his  church,  at  the  ordinary  service,  after  the 
conclusion  of  morning  prayer,  and  immediately  before  commeno- 

♦  Present: — The  Abchbishop  of  Canterbury,  The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord 
Cairns),  The  Bishop  of  London,  Lord  Penzance,  Lord  Selborne,  Sir  Jahes 
W.  CoLviLE,  The  Judge  of  the  High  Court  op  Admiralty,  and  Sir  Barnes 
Peacock. 
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ing  the  Commiinion  Seirice^  and  as  connected  with  and  being  a  J.  G. 
part  of  the  ceremonies  of  pnblic  worship^  and  in  the  presence  1874 
of  a  congregation  then  there  assembled  for  the  purpose  of  divine  p][l^^ 
service — ^that  is  to  say,  the  Gommnnion  Service — formed  or  cansed 
to  be  formed  a  procession,  composed  of  himself  and  other  clergy, 
and  of  choristers  and  others,  accompanied  by  a  boy  bearing  a 
vessel  filled  with  incense,  and  a  person  carrying  a  large  metallic 
cross,  and  by  other  persons  bearing  banners^  he  himself  wearing  a 
long  oope  or  robe  with  a  crimson  velvet  collar  and  richly  em- 
broidered in  varions  colonrs,  which  procession  went  round  the 
church  in  a  ceremonial  manner,  singing  a  hymn,  and  with  the 
incense  lighted  and  smoking ;  and  at  the  condnsion  thereof  such 
cope  was  taken  off  by  two  attendants,  and  he  (the  Appellant) 
forthwith  commenced  the  Gommnnion  Service;  and  for  having 
sanctioned  or  permitted  the  like  processions  in  the  church  at  the 
same  period  in  the  service. 

^'5.  For  having  used  lighted  candles  in  his  church  on  the 
communion  table  or  on  a  ledge  immediately  over  the  said  table 
during  the  celebration  by  him  of  the  Holy  Communion,  and  also 
during  the  performance  of  other  parts  of  divine  service,  as  a 
matter  of  ceremony,  and  at  times  when  such  lighted  candles  were 
not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light,  and  for  having  sanc- 
tioned or  permitted  and  suffered  such  ceremonial  use  of  lighted 
candles  while  such  celebration  and  service  were  being  performed 
in  his  church  by  his  curate  or  other  clergymen. 

^  6.  For  having  when  officiating  in  the  Communion  Service  and 
in  the  administration  of  the  Holy  Communion  in  his  church  worn, 
as  a  matter  of  ceremony,  a  vestment  called  a  chasuble,  and  for 
liaving  sanctioned  or  permitted  and  suffered  the  like  wearing  of  a 
chasuble  by  his  curate  and  other  clergymen  while  officiating  in 
the  church  in  the  Communion  Service. 

"7.  For  having,  when  officiating  in  the  Communion  Service 
and  in  the  administration  of  the  Holy  Communion  in  his  church, 
worn  divers  ceremonial  vestments  and  things  of  divers  forms  and 
colours,  and  with  divers  decorations  thereon,  other  than  and  besides 
or  instead  of  the  habits  appointed  and  allowed  by  the  laws  of  the 
Church  of  England  to  be  then  worn,  and  for  having  sanctioned  or 
permitted  and  suffered  the  wearing  of  such  vestments  and  things 
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J.  0.        as  aforesaid,  besides  or  instead  of  the  habits  appointed  and  allowed 

1874        by  law,  by  his  curate  or  other  clergymen,  while  o£Sciating  in  the 

fIuieli.     Ck>mmunion  Serrice  in  the  chnrch ;  the  said  yestments  and  things 

BovGHToif    ^^S  B^  ^0™  ^  matters  of  ceremony  and  ritnal,  and  not  forming 

part  of  ordinary  clothing. ' 

"  8.  For  having  during  the  service  for  the  celebration  of  the 
Holy  Communion^'in  his  church,  and  when  officiating  as  principal 
minister  or  celebrant  in  such  service,  mixed  or  caused  to  be 
mixed  water  with  the  sacramental  wine  used  in  the  Holy  Commu- 
nion, and  also  then  administered,  or  caused  or  permitted  to  be 
administered,  wine  mixed  with  water  to  the  communicants  at  the 
Lord's  Supper;  and  for  having  sanctioned  or  permitted  and 
suffered  his  curate  or  other  clergymen  who  were  so  officiating  in 
the  Communion  Service  in  the  church,  so  to  mix,  or  cause  to  be 
mixed,  vrater  with  the  sacramental  wine,  and  also  then  to  ad- 
minister, or  cause  to  be  administered,  wine  mixed  with  water,  to 
the  communicants  at  the  Lord's  Supper. 

**  9.  For  having  when  officiating  as  the  principal  minister  or 
celebrant  in  the  service  for  the  administration  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion in  his  church,  stood,  while  reading  the  prayer  of  consecra- 
tion in  the  said  service,  at  the  west  side  of  the  holy  table,  in  such 
wise  that  he  then  stood  between  the  people  and  the  holy  table 
with  his  back  to  the  people ;  and  for  having  sanctioned  or  per- 
mitted and  suffered  his  curate  or  other  clergymen,  who  were 
officiating  as  principal  ministers  or  celebrants  in  the  communion 
service  in  the  church,  to  stand,  whilst  reading  such  prayer  of 
consecration,  at  the  west  side  of  the  holy  table,  with  the  back  to 
the  people  in  the  same  manner. 

*^  10.  For  having  while  officiating  in  his  church  as  the  principal 
minister  or  celebrant  in  the  service  for  the  administration  of  the 
Holy  Communion  elevated  the  paten,  or  bread,  or  wafer,  for  the 
Holy  Communion,  in  a  ceremonial  manner,  and  in  a  much  greater 
degree  than  by  merely  taking  the  same  into  his  hands,  as  pre- 
scribed in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  in  a  much  greater 
degree  than  is  necessary  in  order  to  conform  to  any  of  the  require- 
ments of  such  book ;  and  by  having  also  then  and  there  taken 
into  his  hands  the  cup,  and  elevated  the  same  in  the  same  cere- 
monial manner,  and  in  a  much  greater  degree  than  by  merely 
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taking  the  same  into  his  hands  as  prescribed  by  the  said  book,       j.  G. 
and  in  a  much  greater  degree  than  is  necessary  in  order  to  conform       1874 
to  any  of  the  said  requirements.    And  for  having  sanctioned  or     pabkkll 
permitted  and  suffered  his  curate  or  other  clergymen  who  were    kq^^ohton. 

ofiSciating  as  the  principal  ministers  or  celebrants  in  the  Com-       

mnnion  Service  in  the  church,  to  elevate  the  paten,  or  bread, 
or  wafer,  and  also  the  cup,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same 
degree. 

**11.  For  having  when  oflBciating  in  his  church  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  Holy  Communion  made  the  sign  of  the  cross  by  the 
appropriate  gesture  for  that  purpose  when  giving  the  elements 
to  the  commimicants,  the  same  being  performed  as  and  consti- 
tnting  a  ceremony.  And  for  having  sanctioned  or  permitted  and 
suffered  such  sign  of  the  cross  to  be  so  made  by  his  curate 
and  other  clergymen  while  administering  the  communion  in  the 
church. 

"12.  For  having  twice  celebrated  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the 
course  of  public  worship  and  divine  service  in  his  church,  and 
himself  then  consecrated  and  received  the  elements  when  no 
person  communicated  with  him,  and  for  having  sanctioned  or  per- 
mitted and  suffered  the  Lord's  Supper  to  be  celebrated  by  another 
clergyman  in  the  church  in  the  course  of  public  worship  and  divine 
service,  so  that  such  clergyman  himself  then  consecrated  and 
received  the  elements  when  only  one  person  communicated  with 
kim;  and  for  having  sanctioned  or  permitted  and  suffered  the 
Lord's  Supper  to  be  celebrated  by  his  curate  in  the  church  in  the 
coarse  of  public  worship  and  divine  service,  so  that  he  the  said 
curate  then  consecrated  and  received  the  elements  when  only  two 
poisons  communicated  with  him." 

13.  All  such  ceremonies,  observances,  and  acts  being  alleged 
to  be  respectively  unlawful  additions  to  and  variations  from  the 
form  and  order  prescribed  and  appointed. 

The  Appellant,  on  the  27th  of  February,  1874,  filed  objections 
(with  the  grounds  thereof)  against  the  admission  of  the  aforesaid 
artides.  The  passages  objected  to  consisted  firstly  of  those  which, 
^  above,  charged  the  Appellant  with  doing  certain  specified  acts 
*m  a  ceremonial  manner"  or  **as  a  matter  of  ceremony,"  or 
**bebg  performed  as  and  constituting  a  ceremony,"  the^grounds  of 
^ouVI.  3  E 
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J.  c.       objection  being,  that  they  were  embanassing  and  prejudicial,  and 

1874        were  improperly  pleaded ;  secondly  of  those   which,  as  above, 

Va^tkll     charged  the  Appellant  not  for  his  own  acts,  but  with  permitting 

••         and  suffering  other  clergymen  to  do  certain  acts  in  the  church  of 

his  benefice,  the  ground  of  objection  being,  that  they  disclosed  no 

ecclesiastical  offence  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant ;  thirdly,  of 
article  12  in  exlenso,  as  given  above,  and  a  passage  in  article  13, 
which  summarised  the  contents  thereof,  the  objection  being  that 
the  allegations  therein  did  not  amount  to  a  statement  of  any 
ecclesiastical  offence. 

On  the  17th  of  April,  1874,  the  Judge  of  the  Chancery  Court 
of  York  (Mr.  OranviHe  Hareourt  Vernon)  gave  judgment  in  favour 
of  the  admission  of  the  articles  subject  to  a  verbal  revision,  not 
material  to  the  appeal,  of  one  article. 

Dr.  Stephens,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Jetme  (Mr.  W.  O.  PhiBimore  mth 
them),  for  the  Appellant,  contended  that  the  articles  were  bad  in 
form  and  in  substance,  inasmuch  as  they  stated  in  the  portions 
objected  to  matters  which  were  not  simplieiier  facts,  but  which 
were  deductions  of  law  and  involved  imputations  of  motive: 
Martin  y.  Madconochie  (1).  [The  Lord  Ghancellob  : — ^That  case 
decides  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  shew  the  intention  there,  not 
that  the  shewing  it  vitiated  the  pleading.]  [Lord  Selborne  : — And 
assuming  it  to  be  unnecessary  here,  mere  surplusage  can  be  struck 
out.]    The  averment  of  legal  conclusion  is  prejudicial,  the  facts 
ought  to  be  alleged  simplicHer.  Whether  a  thing  is  done  as  a  matter 
of  ceremony  or  not  is  a  question  of  inference  or  law,  and  not  of 
fact.    The  pleading  should  be  confined  to  things  which  were  seen 
or  heard.    The  component  parts  of  an  alleged  ceremony  are  one 
thing,  the  inference  drawn  from  them  is  another.    [The  Lobd 
Ghakoellob  : — ^The  articles  state,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  the  pro- 
ceedings complained  of  were  part  and  psurcel  of  the  ceremonial 
proceedings  of  the  church.]    [Lobd  Selbobne  : — It  was  necessary 
that  they  should  so  state ;  whether  the  thing  complained  of  was  a 
ceremony  or  not  is  matter  of  fact,  whether  it  is  legal  or  illegal  is  of 
course  matter  of  law] :  Mariin  v.  Machmoehie  (2).    Then  as  to 
the  charge  of  having  '*  sanctioned  or  permitted,"  &c.,  it  is  impos- 
(1)  86  L.  J.  (Ecc.  Cas.)  26.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C  365. 
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sible  to  obtain  out  of  such  language  matter  sufficient  to  create  a  J.  C. 
criminal  charge.  It  is  not  stated  how  the  Appellant  permitted  or  i874 
suffered,  nor  whether  he  was '  present  or  absent  at  the  time  the  p^bnbll 
alleged  offence  was  committed :  Martin  v.  Mackonochie  (1),  where 
a  charge  of  "  sanctioning  and  permitting  other  clerks  "  was  held  too 
vagae  to  be  the  foundation  of  a  criminal  charge.  [Lord  Sel- 
BOBNE : — The  objection  there  is  not  to  the  allegation  alone,  but 
to  the  allegations  and  findings  being  insufficient.]  It  is  a  new 
phrase,  it  ought  to  be  ''permitted  a/nd  sanctioned."  ^*  Permit"  is 
in  legal  language  weaker  than  '*  authorize,"  and  is  not  sufficient. 
They  referred  to  Flamank  v.  Simpson  (2).  [Sir  Barnes  Peacock 
referred  to  Kinp  v.  Bogier  (3),  where  the  indictment  was  for  "  per- 
mitting."] That  merely  followed  the  words  of  the  statute.  [Lord 
Selborne  : — If  it  is  right  in  the  statute,  why  not  al^o  in  the 
articles?]  With  regard  to  there  only  being  two  persons  alleged 
to  be  present  at  the  celebration,  they  contended  that  if  at  the 
time  immediately  before  the  minister  says  the  prayer  for  the 
church  militant  there  are  then  present  three  persons  at  least  of 
discretion  to  receive  the  Holy  Communion,  and  who  remain  till  the 
saying  of  the  consecration  prayer,  it  is  lawful  for  the  minister 
to  receive  the  Holy  Communion  himself,  and  it  is  lawful  even 
if  these  persons  do  not  afterwards  communicate.  The  12th  and 
13th  articles,  as  they  stand,  do  not  allege  any  acts  which  prima 
Jade  are  contrary  to  the  rubrics,  or  which  wilfully  violate  the 
directions  contained  therein.  [The  Lord  Chancellor: — The 
articles  follow  the  words  of  the  rubrics.]  [The  Archbishop  op 
Canterbury  : — Do  you  say  that  the  rubrics  cannot  be  violated, 
because  there  is  no  injunction  to  the  minister  to  count  the  people 
ia  church?]  [Sir  B.  Phillimore: — ^It  is  competent  to  admit 
the  article,  and  then  you  can  shew  that  though  the  circumstances 
are  truly  set  forth,  yet  that  there  was  no  wilful  violation  of  the 
rubric.]  They  referred  to  the  first  paragraph  of  the  rubric. 
[Lord  Selborne: — It  is  a  directory  rubric,  and  no  penalty  is 
provided.]  In  the  first  Prayer  Book  of  Edtoard  VL  there  was  a 
^inct  order  that  persons  not  about  to  communicate  should 
leave  the  church. 

(1)  Law  Eep.  2  P.  C.  380.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  A.  &  E.'  276. 

(3)  1  B.  &  C.  272. 
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J.  a  Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Benjamin  Shaw,  for  the  Respondents^ 

1874        were  not  called  upon. 
Pabnsll 
BouoHTOK. '      The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

The  Lobd  Chancellor  (Lord  Caima) : — 

Their  Lordships  do  not  desire  to  call  upon  the  Bespondent. 
The  questions  which  are  raised  in  this  case  are  questions  merely  of 
pleading,  and  are,  moreoyer,  questions  of  mere  technicality  in 
pleading ;  and  their  Lordships  desire  it  to  be  understood  that  in 
the  advice  which  they  will  feel  it  their  duty  to  tender  to  Her 
Majesty  no  decision  will  be  given  nor  any  opinion  expressed  on 
any  proposition  of  law.  Their  Lordships  cannot  but  regret  thai 
upon  what  is  merely  a  question  of  technicality  in  pleading  the 
great  and,  as  they  think,  the  unnecessary  expense  has  been 
Incurred  of  bringing  the  case  at  this  stage  before  this  tribunal. 

The  objections  which  are  made  to  the  articles  are  threefold.. 
The  first  is  an  objection  to  those  parts  of  several  of  the  articles  in 
which  certain  acts  are  alleged  to  have  been  done  in  a  ceremonial 
manner,  or  as  connected  with  and  being  part  of  the  ceremonies  of 
public  worship.  With  regard  to  the  introduction  of  those  words, 
their  Lordships  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  words  may  not  be 
surplusage,  and  that  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  other 
averments  would  not,  of  itself,  supply  the  absence  of  these  word%^ 
if  they  had  been  absent.  But  their  Lordships  cannot  regard  these 
words  at  the  highest  as  more  than  a  statement  by  the  pleader 
that  the  acts  alleged  were  not  done  in  an  accidental  or  casual 
manner,  but  were  done  deliberately  and  intentionally,  and  as 
forming  part  of  tjie  worship  which  was  then  proceeding.  Their 
Lordships,  in  this  sense,  conceive  that  the  words  amount  to  allegar 
tions  of  fact  capable  of  proof,  and  do  not,  as  was  said,  amount  to 
conclusions  of  law  to  be  drawn  from  facts. 

The  second  objection  deals  with  those  parts  of  the  articles  in 
which  it  is  said  that  the  Appellant,  being  responsible  as  incumbent 
for  the  due  performance  of  divine  service  in  his  church,  sanctioned 
or  permitted,  and,  in  another  article,  sanctioned  or  permitted  and 
suffered,  these  acts,  which  are  alleged  to  have  been  a  departure 
from  the  course  of  public  worship  as  authorized  by  law.    It  is  said 
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that  the  averment  should  have  been  that  the  acts  in  question       J.  0. 
were  authorized  by  the  incumbent;  but  their  Lordships  are  of       1874 
opinion  that  the  incumbent  being  responsible  for  the  due  perform-     pabnell 
ance  of  divine  service,  it  is,  in  the  first  instance,  at  all  events, 
sufficient  to  charge  that  departures  from  that  order  of  service  were 
sanctioned  or  permitted,  or  were  sanctioned  or  permitted  and 
suffered,  by  him,  leaving  it  to  him  to  allege  and  prove  if  he  is 
able  any  circumstances  which  will  shew  that  these  acts,  although 
•  actoally  done,  had  not  his  aathority,  or  had  not  in  reality  his 
sanction  or  permission.    Their  Lordships,  not  finding  any  precise 
statutory  enactment  requiring  the  use  of  particular  words,  are  not 
prepared  to  say  that  the  words  used  in  the  present  case  are  in- 
appropriate. 

The  third  charge  remains,  which  is  that  contained  in  the  12th 
•and  in  the  13th  articles,  that  the  Appellant  "  sanctioned  or  per- 
mitted and  suffered  the  Lord's  Supper  to  be  celebrated  by  another 
clergyman  in  the  church  or  chapel  in  the  course  of  public  wor- 
^p  and  divine  service,  so  that  he  himself  then  consecrated  and 
received  the  elements  when  only  one  person  communicated  with 
him;''  and  also  that  the  Appellant  himself,  on  another  day, 
^sanctioned  or  permitted  and  suffered  the  Lord's  Supper  to  be 
-celebrated  by  his  curate  in  the  said  church  or  chapel  in  the  course 
of  public  worship  and  divine  service,  so  that  he  himself  then  con- 
secrated and  received  the  elements  when  only  two  persons  com- 
mnm'eated  with  him ;"  and  also  that  on  a  third  occasion,  on  a 
Sunday  morning,  the  3rd  of  November,  and  on  Sunday  morning, 
the  15th  of  June,  1872  and  1873,  the  Appellant  himself  «  oele- 
brated  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the  course  of  public  worship  and 
divine  service,  and  himself  then  consecrated  and  received  the 
•elements,  when  no  person  communicated  with  him." 

Now  the  two  rubrics  which  have  been  referred  to  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  this  charge,  are  the  second  and  third  at  the  end  of  the 
Communion  Service :  "  There  shall  be  no  celebration  of  the  Lord's 
Sapper  except  there  be  a  convenient  number  to  communicate 
with  the  priest,  according  to  his  discretion ; "  "  and  if  there  be 
not  above  twenty  persons,"  the  next  rubric  says,  ^'in  the  parish  of 
diBcretion  to  receive  the  communion,  yet  there  shall  be  no  com- 
citinion  except  four  or  three,  at  the  least,  communicate  with  the 
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<!•  O.       priest."    N0W9  what  their  Lordships  find  has  been  done  in  the  case 
1874        of  these  two  articles  is^  that,  as  they  stand,  there  is  an  averment, 
PAROTff.    following  the  exact  words  of  the  second  of  these  rubrics,  that  there 
BouoHTON.   ^^^  ^^^  communion,  and  that  the  elements  were  consecrated  and 
-"*        received  by  the  minister,  either  where  no  person  communicated 
with  him,  or  where  only  one  person  communicated  with  him,  or 
where  only  two  persons  communicated  with  him.   Their  Lordships 
are  of  opinion  that  at  this  stage  of  the  case,  and  without  offering 
any  expression  of  what  they  may  think  when  the  facts  of  the  case 
come  to  be  more  closely  examined,  it  is  sufiScient  for  the  Com- 
plainant to  follow  the  words  of  the  rubric  as  he  has  done ;  and  to 
say  that  there  were  either  no  persons,  or  not  more  than  one,  or  not 
more  thsm  two,  communicating  with  the  priest  upon  the  occasion 
in  question,  leaving  it  for  the  minister  complained  of  to  allege,  by 
way  of  answer  to  this  charge,  anything  he  has  to  allege,  either  as 
to  his  having  seen  that  there  were  other  persons  in  church,  as  he 
thought,  ready  to  communicate,  and  as  to  whom  he  expected  that 
they  would  communicate,  or  any  other  defence  that  he  is  able  to 
allege. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  therefore  that  there  is  no  sub- 
stance in  any  of  the  three  objections  made  against  these  articles ; 
that  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Judge  below  is  correct ;  and  that 
this  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed,  with  costs,  and  they  will  humbly 
advise  Her  Majesty  accordingly. 

Proctor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  G.  H,  Brooks. 
Proctors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Moore  it  Currey. 
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H.  LS.  KING Plaintipp;         J.O.* 
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MARY  ELIZABETH  TUNSTALL  and  Others    Dependants, '^•^J'^^  21. 
And  thbee  other  Cases  by  the  same  Appellant. 

ON  appeal  from  the  court  op  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  LOWER 
CANADA,  IN  THE  PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

WOa^Gift  to  AduHerifu  BattarcU^SubttiiuHon. 

The  conjoint  operation  of  the  Imperial  Act  (14  Geo.  3,  c.  83)  and  of  the 
Canadian  Act  (41  Gko.  3,  c.  4),  is  to  abrogate  the  old  law  which  prohibited 
gifts  by  will  to  adulterine  bastards. 

Under  the  old  law^  derived  from  the  Roman  Law,  and  subsequently  in- 
corporated into  the  Canadian  Code  (see  sect.  838),  wherever  there  is  a  limi- 
tation by  way  of  substitution^  the  time  when  the  substitution  opens  is  the 
time  with  reference  to  which  the  capacity  of  the  substitute  to  take  is  to  be 
determined. 

IHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  judgments  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  province  of  Quebee,  Ganada^  in  four 
actions  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  Appellant  to  recover  from  the 
Bespondents  four  fiefs  or  seigniories  in  the  said  province  of 
Qt^bdc,  which  were  in  their  possession.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
appeal,  the  facts  and  pleadings  in  the  four  cases  were  identical 
and  undisputed,  and  the  sole  question  raised  was  whether  upon 
the  facts  next  hereinafter  stated  the  Appellant  or  the  Bespondents 
were  legally  entitled  to  the  seigniories. 

The  four  seigniories  in  question^  called  respectively  Detery, 
Bdbrevois^  Lacclle  or  Beatyeu,  and  Noyau  were  at  the  end  of  the 
last  century  the  property  of  a  general  in  the  English  anny»  named 
Odbrid  Christie,  who  had  been  for  several  years  stationed  in 
Canada. 

Oahrid  Christie  duly  made  his  will  in  England  in  Engh'sh  form 
on  the  13th  of  May,  1789,  and  by  it  he  devised  the  seigniories 
according  to  the  following  limitations : — 

''To  the  use  of  my  said  eldest  son  Napier  Christie  Burton  and 

*  PrfMiif:— Thb  Lobd  Justice  Jamss,  Sib  Momtaque  E.  SioTHy  and  Sib 
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J.  0.       the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfdlly  begotten  or  to  be  begotten ; 

1874       and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  male  of  the 

King       body  of  me,  the  said  Gabrid  Christief  lawfully  begotten  or  to  be 
TuNw-ALL    li^^gotten ;  and  for  default  of  Such  iSsub,  to  the*  use  of  my  said 

—  natural  son  James  Christie  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  law- 
fully begotten ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  my 
said  natural  son  Odhrid  PhnderleaOi  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body  lawfuUy  begotten,  he,  the  said  Gabriel  Plenderleath,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body  taking  upon  himself  and  themselves  and' 
constiaintly  using  the  surname  and  arms  of  Christie,  and  not  other- 
wise ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  my  natural  son 
Qeorge  Plenderleath  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully 
begotten,  he,  the  said  Qeorge  Plenderleath^  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body  taking  upon  himself  and  themselves  and  constantly 
using  the.  surname  and  arms  of  Christie^  and  not  otherwise ;  and 
for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  my  said  natural  son,  WiUiam 
Plenderleath  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten, 
taking  upon  himself  and  themselves,  and  constantly  using  the  sur- 
name and  arms  of  Christie,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  for  default  of 
such  issue,  to  the  use  of  my  said  brother  WiUiam  Christie  and  his 
heirs  for  ever." 

The  testator  died  without  revoking  his  will,  in  the  year  1799| 
leaving  his  wife  surviving  him,  and  three  legitimate  children,  viz., 
one  SOD,  Napier  Christie  Burton  mentioned  in  the  will,  and  two 
daughters,  Katherine  and  Sarah. 

By  a  notarial  deed,  dated  the  8th  of  August,  1800,  between 
Napier  Christie  Burton,  in  his  character  of  residuary  legatee,  and 
the  widow  and  daughters  of  Gabriel  Christie,  the  widow  agreed  to 
accept  certain  legacies  in  the  will  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  certain 
arrangements  were  made  as  to  the  mode  of  payment  of  the 
legacies  to  ;the  widow  and  daughters  mentioned  in  the  will. 
And  Napier  Christie  Burton  then  took  possession  of  all  the  pro* 
perty  of  Gabriel  Christie,  and  inter  alia  of  the  four  seigniories  in 
question,  in  accordance  with  the  will. 

Napier  Christie  Burton  died  in  the  year  1835,  leaving  no  son. 
WiUiam  Christie,  to  whom  the  final  remainder  in  the  will  was 
limited,  died  during  the  lifetime  of  Gabriel  Christie  without 
children,  and  the  three  natural  children  of  Gabriel  Christie,  James 
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Christie^  and  Gdhrid  and  Cfeorge  PlenderlecUh  had  also  died  with-  j.  a 
out  children  during  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  son,  Napier  1874 
Christie  Burton,  before  the  substitntions  in  their  favour  opened.  Kino 
and  the  only  devises  over  in  the  will  which  had  not  lapsed  before    tcwtall. 

the  death  of  Napier  Christie  Burton  was  that  in  favour  of  WiHiam        

Fknderleaih. 

WiUiam  Plenderleath  named  in  the  above  will  was  an  adul- 
terine bastard  son  of  Chbrid  Christie,  the  testator.  The  Appellant 
claimed  the  seigniories  in  question  (the  subject  of  the  above  limi- 
tationa),  under  the  will  of  Napier  Christie  Burton,  who  it  was 
admitted  was  entitled  absolutely,  if  each  successive  substitution 
failed  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  substitute  before  the  sub- 
Btitation  opened;  the  Bespondents  claimed  under  the  will  of 
WiUiam  PlenAerleathy  and  the  issue  of  law  between  them  was 
whether  the  above  limitation  in  favour  of  William  Plenderleatfi 
was  valid.  WiUiam  Plenderleath,  on  the  death  of  Napier  Christie 
Bwrbm,  in  1835,  assumed  the  name  and.  arms  of  Christie  by  royal 
licence,  and  took  possession  of  the  seigniorieef,  and  remained  in 
possession  till  his  death  in  1845. 

Napier  Christie  Burton,  by  his  will,  which  was  duly  made  in 
England,  and  in  English  form,  and  bore  date  the  20th  of  December, 
1834,  devised  his  real  estates  in  Canada  and  elsewhere  to  an 
illegitimate  daughter,  Christiana  Harmar,  and  in  the  event 
(which  subsequently  happened)  of  her  death  without  issue,  and 
without  having  sold  the  said  real  estates,  he  devised  them  abso- 
lutely to  the  Appellant  in  the  following  terms : — 

''Then  I  do  give,  devise,  and  bequeath,  limit,  and  appoint  all 
and  every  the  said  several  estates  and  seigniories,  and  all  my  right 
and  interest  therein,  and  all  other  my  real  estates  in  possession, 
reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  unto  the  said  Henry  John 
8iyring\King,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  absolutely  for  ever,  wishing 
that  he  and  they  do  thereupon  take  and  use  my  surname,  Christie, 
and  no  other,  and  do  use  the  arms  of  Christie^  alone  or  together 
with  his  own,  in  case  the  requisite  authority  for  taking  the  said 
surname  and  bearing  the  said  arms  can  be  obtained/' 

The  will  contained  no  devise  over  in  case  the  Appellant  did  not 
take  the  name  and  arms  of  Christie. 
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J.  C.  WiUiam  PlenderUath  Christie,  by  his  will  and  codicils,  which 

I87i  were  made  in  Canada,  and  dated  respectively  the  16th  of  March, 
j^^  1843,  and  the  Slat  of  March,  1845,  devised  the  said  seigniories 
to  various  persons,  who  accepted  the  devises  so  made  in  their 
favour,  and  under  those  devises  the  Eespondents  obtained  pos- 
session thereof. 

The  actions  in  which  this  appeal  was  brought  were  commenced 
by  the  Appellant  in  the  Superior  Court  for  the  province  of  QuAee, 
Canada,  on  the  14th  of  July,  1864. 

The  Appellant  in  each  of  his  declarations  claimed  the  said 
seigniories  under  three  counts.  In  each  of  his  three  counts  he 
claimed  as  the  devisee  of  Napier  Christie  Burton. 

In  the  first  coxmi  Napier  Christie  Burton  was  in  effect  alleged 
to  have  been  entitled  as  heir-at-law  to  Odhrid  Christie, 

In  the  second  count  the  title  of  Napier  Christie  Burton  was 
deduced  as  devisee  under  the  will  of  Qabrid  Christie,  and  the 
Appellant  alleged  that  the  substitutions  in  favour  of  Odhriel 
Christie's  four  natural  sons,  James  Christie,  Gabriel  Plenderleaih, 
Oeorge  Plenderleath,  and  William  Plenderleath,  were  void,  they 
having  been,  as  wsis  alleged,  adulterine  bastards,  and  that  (the 
said  William  Christie,  the  ultimate  devisee,  having  died  before  the 
testator),  Napier  Christie  Burton  became,  immediately  after  the 
death  of  Odbrid  Christie,  the  absolute  proprietor  ai^d  possessor  of 
all  his  real  estate,  and  as  such  entitled  to  devise  the  same  to  the 
AppeUant. 

In  the  third  count  of  the  declaration  the  tide  of  Napier  Christie 
Burton  was  deduced  as  having  been,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
WiUiam  Christie,  who  was  the  ultimate  devisee  or  substitute  under 
the  will  of  Qabrid  Christie,  the  heir-at-law  of  WiUiam  Christie. 

The  Bespondents  filed  three  demurrers,  eight  special  pleas  of 
great  length,  and  the  general  issue. 

The  first  demurrer  was  a  formal  one  to  the  whole  declaration,  on 
the  ground  that  the  counts  were  inconsistent  with  each  other  and 
could  not  be  relied  on  together ;  this  was  subsequently  decided  in 
the  Appellant's  favour,  and  the  Bespondents  did  not  appeal. 

The  second  demurrer  was  to  the  second  count,  on  the  grounds 
that  the  Imperial  Act,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  and  the  Louder  Canada  Act 
41  Geo.  3,  c.  4,  removed  the  disabilities  of  adulterine  bastards. 
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and  that  though  the  latter  Act  was  subsequent  to  the  death  of  j.  c. 
Odbrid  Christie^  it  was  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  substitution  1874 
in  favour  of  WiUiam  Plenderleath,  who  was  by  it  rendered  capable  ^^ 
of  taking  the  estate  on  the  death  of  Napier  Christie  Burtony  who    rr^^JL 

was  not  therefore  entitled  to  more  than  a  life  interest  in  the  estate,       

and  could  not  devise  it  by  will. 

The  third  demurrer  was  to  the  third  count,  and  was  on  the 
grounds  that  Odbrid  Christie,  and  not  Napier  Christie  Burton^ 
was  the  heir  of  William  Christie,  and  further,  that  William  Christie 
having  died  during  the  lifetime  of  Oabriel  Christie,  the  devise  in 
liis  favour  failed. 

The  first  two  special  pleas  alleged  in  effect  that  the  devise  by 
Napier  Christie  Burton  to  the  Appellant  was  conditional  on  his 
taking  the  name  and  arms  of  Christie,  and  that  the  Appellant  was 
not  entitled  to  sue  till  he  had  done  so. 

The  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  pleas  set  up  the  notarial  deed  of  the 
8th  of  August,  1800,  between  Napier  Christie  Burton  and  the 
widow  of  Odbrid  Christie  as  estopping  the  Appellant  from  alleging 
Napier  Christie  Burton  to  have  been  entitled  as  heir  and  not  under 
the  will. 

The  third  and  fourth  pleas  also  set  out  the  title  of  the  Be- 
spondents  undier  the  will  of  William  Plenderleath,  and  alleged 
that  the  devise  in  favour  of  William  Christie  lapsed  by  his  death 
in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  that  William  Plenderleath  was  entitled 
to  the  property  absolutely. 

The  sixth  and  seventh  pleas  set  up  a  prescription  of  twenty  and 
ten  years  respectively. 

The  eighth  plea  alleged  that  the  possession  of  the  Bespon- 
dents  was  land  fide,  and  that  they  were  not,  therefore,  liable  to 
i^y  the  mesne  profits,  and  were  entitled  to  set  off  sums  expended 
in  good  faith  upon  the  property  amounting  to  £5000. 

The  ninth  plea  was  the  general  issue. 

To  these  pleas  the  Appellant  filed  joinders  in  demurrer,  and 
joinders  of  issue,  and  he  also  demurred  to  the  two  first  two  pleas. 

It  was  subsequently  ordered  by  the  Court  that,  before  adjudi- 
actmg  upon  the  issues  of  law,  the  parties  should  proceed  to 
evidence,  and  that  questions  of  law  should  be  reserved  for  adjudi- 
cation till  the  case  was  heard  on  the  merits. 
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J.  C.  On  the  2l8t  of  February,  1870,  the  Court  of  first  inatanco 
1874        {Torrance,  J.)  (in  a  judgment  reported  in  14  Low.  Can.  Jur.,  p.  19), 
KiNa       dismissed  the  Appellant's  actions  for  the  following^  amongst  other 
TunI^all.    reasons,  namely— 
"  Considering  that  the  late  Napier  Christie  Burton  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,  was  not  heir-at-law  of  his  uncle  William  Christie, 
in  the  lifetime  of  his  father  Crdbriel  Christie,  as  erroneously  allied 
by  the  third  count  of  the  declaration  of  the  Plaintiff. 

*'  Considering  that  by  law  and  the  jurisprudence  of  the  Courts 
of  this  province,  the  testator  Gabriel  Christie  had,  since  the  pass- 
ing by  the  Parliament  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  of  the  Act 
numbered  chapter  83  of  the  Acts  passed  in  the  fourteenth  year 
of  the  late  reign  of  his  late  Majesty,  George  IIL,  capacity  to  dis- 
pose of  his  estate  and  property  without  reserve,  restriction,  or 
limitation. 

'*  Considering  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  the 
late  Province  of  Lotver  Canada,  numbered  chapter  IV.  of  the 
Acts  passed  in  the  forty-first  year  of  the  reign  of  his  said  Majesty, 
a  testator  had  a  right  to  bequeath  in  favour  of  any  person  or  per- 
sons whatsoever  all  and  every  his  or  her  lands,  goods,  or  credits, 
without  reserve,  restriction,  or  limitation. 

''  Considering  that  by  law  and  the  jurisprudence  of  the  said  late 
Province  of  Lower  Canada,  the  late  William  Plenderleath  Christie 
had  capacity  to  take  the  bequests  made  to  him  by  the  will  of  the 
testator  Gdhrid  Christie,  at  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  late 
Napier  Christie  BvHon,  to  wit,  in  the  year  1835,  when  the  substi- 
tution in  favour  of  the  said  William  Plenderleath  diristie  took 
effect" 

The  Appellant  appealed  in  every  case  from  this  judgment  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  province  of  Quebee,  Canada,  The 
appeals  were  heard  together,  and  on  the  19th  of  September,  1872, 
the  Court  {Bmal,  C J.,  Caron,  Badgley,  Monk,  and  Bossi,  JJ, ; — 
Monk,  J.,  dissenting)  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below. 

The  judgment  of  Badgley,  J.,  to  which  Duval,  C  J.,  and  Caron^  J., 
assented,  contained  the  following  passages : — 

**  The  second  count  avers  that  General  Christie's  will  being  null 
in  relation  only  to  William  Plenderleath  Ghridie  as  being  an 
adulterine  bastard,  Napier  Christie  Burton,  as  the  only  son  of  the 
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testator,  became  entitled  in  fee  simple  or  absolutely  to  his  resid-       J.  0. 
naiy  real  estate.    In  other  words,  that  Napier  Christie  Burton        1874 
became  the  owner  of  the  seigniories  under  his  father's  will  at  his       ^^ 
death,  the  substitution  to  William  PlenderlecUh  Christie  being  a    r£i^jjj^^^u^ 
nullity.  

^'As  each  count  of  the  declaration  declares  a  distinct  cause  of 
action,  the  points  of  contention  and  the  personal  interests  in- 
Tohed  in  this  second  count,  which  are  various  and  important,  will 
now  be  examined. 

'*  The  Appellant's  proposition,  as  stated  in  his  factum  to  this 
Court,  is  as  follows  :  *  A  bequest  to  an  adulterine  bastard,  other 
than  as  mere  alimentary  allowance,  is  a  nullity,  and  therefore 
WiUiam  PlenderlecUh  Christie  was  not  merely  incapacitated  by  law 
from  receiving  General  Christie's  bequest,  but  the  bequest  itself, 
from  the  moment  of  its  inception,  was  a  nullity,  and  produced  no 
more  effect  in  law  than  if  it  had  not  been  made.'  In  other  words, 
the  bequest  was  an  absolute  nullity,  both  in  the  devisor  and  in  the 
devisee. 

'*  A  few  words  may  be  premised  upon  this  matter  of  nullities 
generally ;  it  is  trite  to  say,  and  it  is  so  well  recognised  as  a  rule 
or  maxim  of  our  law  as  not  to  need  an  appeal  to  authorities  to  sup^ 
port  it,  that  nullities  must  be  so  declared  by  law.  *  Cest  v/n 
principe  constant  que  Us  nuUitSs  n'ont  pas  lieu  de  droit,  et  Ton  Ti'a. 
jamais  eonnu  en  France  d^autres  nuUith  que  ceUes  qui  sent  teostueUe' 
ment  prononcees  par  les  ordonnances :  cest  ce  que  Momac  a  enseigne 
avec  precision  sur  laloi  ler  f.,  de  procurat.  et  defens.,  s'il  n'est  dit 
sar  peine  et  nullite  ut  vulgo  loquimur'  and  again,  *  11  est  vrai 
que  les  nuUites  ne  se  suppleent  pas,  eUes  doivent  etre  textueUement  pro* 
noncies  par  la  hi*  So  also  Solon,  des NuMites,  pp.  133, 134.-  Not 
only  must  the  existence  of  the  nullity  have  been  enacted,  but 
it  must  have  been  so  adjudged  in  the  particular  to  give  it  operative 
effect,  '  car  les  nuUitis  ordonnSes  par  les  lois,  doivent  etre  prononcees 
par  les  magistrats '  and  this  upon  objections  made  by  those  who 
have  legal  right  and  interest  to  make  them.  Solon,  in  his  Tr.  des 
NuUiteSy  says,  *  Les  nuUites  doivent  etre  prononcSes  par  jugement. 
Les  actes  sontprSsunies  validesjusqu'a  ce  que  la  nullite  ait  ete  declarie 
parjugementf  et  cela  sans  aucune  exception,'  He  adds, '  that  it  is  a 
legal  remedy  given  to  him  whom  the  contravention  has  injured. 
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J.  c.  It  would  be  abnse  of  the  law  to  accord  the  remedy  to  one  who  has 
1874  not  suffered  from  the  act'  Kow,  it  is  asserted  without  hesitation 
^^  that  no  such  nullity  has  been  enacted  in  the  edicts  and  ordon- 
«•  nances  of  the  French  kings,  nor  is  it  to  be  found  in  the  articles  of 
—  '  the  custom  for  this  particular.  It  has  no  place  in  the  Ciyil  Code 
of  this  province. 

"  Beferring  to  the  objection  stated  in  the  proposition  of  the 
Appellant,  it  applies  first  to  the  devising  capacity  of  General 
Ghristie  at  the  so-called  inception  of  his  bequest,  presumably,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  his  will,  and  also  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  when  it  is  averred  that  the  will  took  effect,  Napier  Christie 
Burton  then  becoming  the  alleged  owner  of  the  seigniories  under 
the  wilL  The  impugned  bequest  at  both  times  will, be  treated  as 
one  event  as  to  the  devising  capacity  of  the  testator,  and  in 
explanation,  a  brief  reference  must  be  made  to  the  old  French 
law  under  the  Couiume  de  Paris  from  which  our  common  law  is 
principally  derived. 

"  By  the  customary  law  of  old  France  generally,  and  particularly 
by  that  of  the  custom  of  Paris,  testamentary  dispositions  were  not 
favoured,  owing  to  the  intricacies  caused  by  the  numerous  legal 
.  divisions  of  property  and  inheritances,  which  MaHeviUe,  a  modern 
commentator  upon  the  French  Code,  calls  a  *p6piniere  de  procies,* 
and  also  by  the  limitation  upon  the  devising  power,  from  the 
policy  of  preserving  estates  in  families,  allowing  the  free  devise  of 
*  moveables  and  acquired  immoveables,  a>cqtiets  et  conquMs  immeubles, 

property  by  purchase,  but  only  of  one-fifth  of  the  propres,  im- 
moveable property  by  descent,  although  all  the  property,  moveable 
and  immoveable,  propres  et  acquets,  might  be  freely  given  by 
donation.  By  the  292nd  Article  of  the  Custom,  four-fifths  of  that 
class  of  immoveables,  les  propres,  property  by  descent,  were  strictly 
reserved  as  leffitime  for  the  heritier  du  sang,  the  natural  heir,  which 
the  testator,  by  the  text  of  the  Custom,  was  expressly  prohibited 
from  disposing  of  by  last  will,  and  this  brought  with  it,  into  general 
practice,  the  rule  of  the  immediate  seisin  of  the  heir  by  the 
ancestor  at  his  death,  le  mort  saisit  le  vif  son  hoir  plus  proche  et 
luibile  a  lui  succSder,  the  effect  of  which  wad  to  continue  in  the 
person  of  the  natural  heir  the  possession  and  seisin  of  the  ancestor 
of  all  his  estate,  compelling  devisees  and  legatees  to  demand  by 
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action  at  law  or  otherwise  from  the  heir,  a  delivery  to  them  of  J.  0. 
their  legacies  and  bequests,  before  they  could  take  possession  of  1874 
them  or  exercise  any  right  over  them.  This  right,  which  was  Knra 
attended  with  great  inconvenience  and  annoyance  to  devisees  and    j^^^j^^ 

legatees,  was  required  in  the  sole  interest  of  the  heir  to  prevent  a       

possible  violation  of  the  prohibition  in  his  &vour,  and  to  shew  that 
his  legal  rights,  his  proportion  of  heritable  property,  had  not  been 
exceeded  by  the  testator. 

''By  the  292nd  Article  of  the  Custom,  it  was  declared  that  ^ all 
persons  of  sound  mind  and  of  age  to  exercise  their  civil  rights, 
might  devise  their  moveables,  acquired  immoveables,  and  one-fifth 
of  their  propres,  and  no  more,'  all  which,  however,  with  the 
reserved  four-fifths  of  the  propres,  as  legitime,  for  the  natural  heir, 
were  in  his  possession  and  seizin  by  the  mere  death  of  the  ancestor, 
and  could  become  beneficial  to  the  devisees  and  legatees  only  by 
the  delivranee  de  legs  made  by  the  heir. 

*'By  Boyal  Edict  of  April,  1663,  the  law  of  the  Custom  of  Paris^  as 
it  then  was  in  Francej  was  established  in  French  Canada  as  the 
municipal  law  of  the  colony,  to  be  administered  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  Conseii  SupMeur  de  QtiSbec,  also  constituted  under 
the  said  Edicts  and  subject  to  be  altered  only  by  Boyal  legislation 
for  the  colony  when  received  and  registered  by  the  Conseii  8vp&- 
rieur  in  the  province,  which  became,  by  the  force  of  the  Edict,  to 
all  intents  of  like  independence  as  to  its  law  and  jurisprudence  as 
any  of  the  provinces  de  Droit  Ecrit,  or  de  CotUtmie,  into  which 
France  was  then  divided,  and  in  fact  as  independent  in  that  respect 
as  the  parent  Coutmne  et  PrevotS  de  Paris.  The  law  as  to  last 
wills  and  testamentary  capacity  and  the  seisin  of  the  heir  con- 
tinued to  be  the  law  of  the  colony  until  its  cession  to  Oreat  Britain 
by  the  Treaty  of  1763. 

**  The  Imperial  Act  of  1774, 14  Geo.  3,  c  83,  known  as  the  Qud)ee 
Act,  established  a  civil  government  for  the  conquered  province,  up 
to  which  time  the  old  French  law  was  on  sufferance  only,  and  at 
the  same  time  restored  the  old  laws  of  Canada,  to  be  thenceforward 
the  civil  laws  of  Canada,  and  amongst  others  the  customary  law 
regulating  last  wills  and  the  extent  of  the  testamentary  capacity, 
bat  specially  attaching  to  these  the  particular  proviso  of  the  10th 
section  of  the  Act»  overriding  the  292nd  Article,  and  expressed  as 
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'  J.O.       follows :  **  That  every  person,  owner  of  lands,  goods,  credits,  &c.,  in 

1874       the  province,  having  a  right  to  alienate  the  said  lands,  &c.,  &c.,  in 

-^^       his  lifetime  by  deed  of  sale,  gift,  or  otherwise  might  devise  or 

^'         bequeath  the  said  lands,  &c.,  &c.,  at  his  death,  by  his  last  will  and 

testament,  any  law,  usage,  or  custom  heretofore  or  now  prevailing 

in  the  province  to  the  contrary  in  any  wise  notwithstanding,  such 
will  being  executed  according  to  the  laws  of  Canada,  or  according 
to  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  England. 

"  This  statutory  proviso  upon  the  reintroduced  law  of  the  Custom 
in  the  particular  stated  was  in  fact  the  substitute  for  the  292nd 
Article  of  the  Custom  in  that  respect,  to  be  read  for  it,  and  became 
our  municipal  law  in  place  of  the  old  article.  It  gave  the  power  of 
devising  without  reserve  or  limitation,  and  this  entire  freedom  and 
enlarged  capacity  of  devisors  to  devise  the  whole  of  their  property 
necessarily  did  away  with  the  policy  of  the  old  jurisprudence, 
and  by  force  of  the  existing  law,  and  by  the  force  of  the  last 
will,  the  restricted  capacity  of  devisors  was  removed,  and  the  claim 
and  seisin  of  the  heir  over  the  devised  property  were  abolished,  as 
he  no  longer  could  have  interest  in  the  estate  unless  as  legatee 
and  devisee  under  the  will ;  the  devisees  and  legatees  concerned 
in  the  estate  having  immediate  seisin  without  the  intervention  of 
the  natural  heir. 

'*  It  was  held  in  the  cause  of  Durocher  v.  Beavbien,  appealed 
from  the  Provincial  Courts  here  to  the  Privy  Council,  and  there 
decided  on  the  13th  of  May,  1828,  that  the  statute  14  Geo.  8 
extended  the  subject  over  which  the  devisor  had  rights,  and 
applying  that  decision  in  this  case  it  may  be  added  to  it,  that  the 
subject  was  so  extended  without  any  reserve,  the  words  of  the 
statute  being  without  limitation.  In  1789,  the  time  of  the  so- 
called  inception  of  the  bequest,  when  General  Christie  made  his 
will,  he  exercised  his  free  right  under  the  terms  of  the  existing 
law  to  devise  his  whole  estate,  which  he  did  by  his  will  executed 
in  the  English  language  in  Enpland,  and  according  to  the  forms 
prescribed  by  the  laws  of  England.  In  1799,  the  time  of  his 
decease,  he  devised  his  whole  estate  by  his  said  will,  at  his  death, 
under  the  authority  of  the  same  existing  law,  which  recognised 
and  carried  with  it  no  restriction  or  limitation  upon  his  devising 
capacity ;  wherefore  the  objection  of  the  absolute  nullity  of  General 
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Christies  bequest  in  question,  at  either  of  these  times  is  unfounded.  j.  o. 
Since  the  statute  there  has  never  been  any  doubt  as  to  the  unre-  1874 
served  devising  capacity  of  testators.  ^^ 

'4d  the  next  place,  a  similar  objection  of  incapacity,  from  averred 
absolute  nullity,  is  allied  against  WiUiam  PlenderhaJth  Christie  as 
absolutely  excluding  him  from  General  Christie's  bequest  in  his 
&?our  at  all  times. 

''It  has  been  seen  that  General  Christie  had  perfect  capacity  to 
make  his  bequest,  and  that  it  was  not  a  nullity  as  to  him,  it  only 
remaiDS  to  ascertain  if  the  alleged  incapacitatiug  nullity  was 
absolute  against  William  Plenderleath  Christie  for  all  time,  and  if 
not,  at  what  time  the  incapacity  ceased  to  have  operative  effect 

"As  for  the  devisor  so  for  the  devisee  in  the  particular  in  ques- 
tion, no  such  absolute  nullity  has  been  enacted  by  the  French 
kings,  the  only  legislative  power  then  known  in  France  competent 
to  make  nullities ;  nor  does  it  exist  specially  in  the  Custom  against 
tbe  capacity  of  illegitimate  children  to  receive  gifts  or  devises  from 
their  natural  parents,  although  that  capacity  has  been  a  subject  of 
unsettled  jurisprudence  for  many  years  with  alternate  results  in 
arrets  or  judgments. 

''  The  rigour  of  the  later  Roman  law  became  in  time  tempered  by 
the  canon  or  ecclesiastical  law  which  influenced  the  French  Courts, 
and  which,  as  Smnbume  says,  p.  370,  is  more  agreeable  to  nature, 
equity,  and  humanity,  even  in  the  case  of  incestuous  children,  and 
which  was  generally  expressed  in  the  old  customary  law  maxim, 
reported  by  LoyseU  in  his  Instituts  CoutumierSy  Lib.  1,  Beff.  41. 
'  Qui  fait  Fenfant  le  doit  novrrir^  fvi-ee  ex  nefario  coitu.'  Under 
this  humanizing  influence,  what  Smnhvme  calls  needful  and  con- 
tenient  susteniation,  and  known  in  France  under  the  general  name 
diments  might  be  given  by  parents  to  their  illegitimate  children, 
without  distinction,  whereby  their  capacity  to  receive  from  their 
parents  became  the  rule  of  the  law,  and  was  no  longer  a  doubtful 
question,  and  ceased  at  last  to  be  a  judicial  question  of  aliments 
altogether.  Since  the  Beformation  of  the  Oi*stom  of  Paris  in  1580, 
the  jurisprudence  of  the  Custom  has  been  persistent  in  acknow- 
ledging in  principle  the  capacity  of  illegitimate  children  to  receive 
from  their  parents,  and  has  varied  only  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
gifts  or  devises.  From  the  absence  of  general  royal  legislation 
Vou  VI.  3  F 
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J.  C.       nnifonnly  to  gnide  and  control  the  Courts  in  the  yarions  and  con- 

1874       flicting  civil  law  and  customary  proyinces  of  Franeey  in  litigations 

^^       before  them,  they  assumed  a  moral  and  social  censorship  and 

Trwn-ALL     ©zeroised  extraordinary  so-called  equitable  powers  without  law^ 

but  simply  as  a  kind  of  self-adopted  practice  or  procedure,  d  Varbi'- 

trage  des  juffes,  by  which  they  settled  contracts,  interpreted  wills^ 
and  in  the  interest  of  marriage  modified  bequests  and  gifts  of 
parents  to  their  illegitimate  children.  This  judicial  power  was 
entirely  arbitrary  and  without  legislative  sanction,  and  the  Clourt 
arrets  were  not  so  much  those  of  Judges  of  the  law  as  of  iudicial 
members  of  society,  yet  in  all  their  divergencies  the  capacity  of 
ill^timate  children  to  receive  from  their  parents  was  not  denied. 
"  Bicard,  in  his  Tr.  des  Donaiions,  pp.  104, 105,  and  his  Annotaior, 
pp.  106, 107,  exhibit  those  differences  of  judicial  opinion.  Bicard's 
practice  in  the  Courts  enabled  him  to  refer  to  a  series  of  arrets  or 
judgments  by  the  Courts  and  Parlement  de  Paris  which  establish, 
he  says,  that  *  pendant  un  temps  eonsidirdhle,  il  s^y  etait  StdbU  une 
ju/risprudenee  suivani  laqueUe  on  ne  dontait  plus  que  les  enfants  ncUu- 
rels  ne  fussent  capdbles  de  reeevoir  toutes  sortes  de  donations  at  de 
legs  universels  de  leurs  peres  et  meres  comme  des  Strangers  en  auraient 
pufaire'  He  cites  VAvoeat  OSnSral  le  Bret,  Tr.  de  la  Souverainete 
du  Boiy  lib.  2,  eh,  11,  and  adds,  that  *  les  donations  et  les  legs  des 
peres  et  mires  a  leurs  "  enfants  hdtards  n'avadent  point  d^auires  limites 
qite  ceux  des  autres^ '  Bicard  refers  to  an  arrei  of  the  17th  of  March, 
1584,  which  confirmed  tm  legs  universd  by  a  parent  to  his  bastard 
child,  and  gives  others  to  the  same  effect  in  his  own  time  in  1648, 
1652,  and  1655,  upon  the  conclusions,  the  two  former  of  Avocai 
OinSral  Tahn^  and  the  latter  upon  those  of  Avocat  General  Bignon^ 
both  celebrated  and  eminent  French  lawyers.  To  which  may  be 
added  another  to  the  same  effect  on  the  17th  of  July,  1665,  men- 
'  tioned  by  Pothier'Tr.  des  Substitutions,  No.  152,  who  refers  to  it  as 

reported  by  Soefve,  1  vol.,  centurie  4,  eh.  99,  and  which  he  says  *  a 
confirms  u/ne  disposition  tmiverseJle  par  un  piere  au  profit  d^un  hdtard 
ISgitimS  par  lettres.*  But  it  is  admitted  that  these  lettres  have  no 
other  effect  que  pour  les  honnewrs  and  do  not  change  the  natural 
quality  of  the  person  as  a  bastard.  Furgole  in  his  1st  vol.  dea 
Testaments  refers  to  these  same  arrets  and  adds  others  omitted  by 
Bicard.    Furgole  says  at  p.  424,  *  Le  premier  arret,  qui  a  dedarS  les 
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hatard$  capahles  de  dispositions  univer^eUes  de  la  part  de  leur  pere  d  J.  c. 

mere,  a  ete  donni  datis  la  CoiUume  d^Attxerre  le  27  mars  1584,  et  1^74 

futprononee  en  Botes  rouges  (the  Supreme  Court).    Le  second  est  du  ^^ 

5fhrier  1614.   Le  troisteme  du  25  mat  1618.  Le  quatrikme  donne  _    ^' 

TUNSTALL. 

ft  T Audience  de  la  Qrande  CJmmhre  (en  appel)  le  9  mars  1648,  au       

role  de  Paris  rapporte  au  ler  tome  du  Journal  des  Audiences.  Le 
cinquieme  du  8  mars  1652,  rendu  sur  les  conclusions  de  M.  TAvocat 
General  Talon  qui  dit  que  les  hdtards  etaient  capahles  de  toutes  sortes 
de  legs,  et  de  donations,  sans  que  pour  eet  effet,  il  fut  hesoin  de  lettres 
d£  legitimation.  Le  sixiemefut  prononce  a  huis  clos  le  17  juillet  1655, 
eonformement  aux  conclusions  de  M.  TAvocat  General  Bignon.*  After 
these  follows  the  arrit  of  the  17th  of  July,  1665,  to  the  same  effect 
mentioned  by  Pothier  out  of  Soefve.  Bicard  and  Furgoh  both  add, 
that  postSrieurement,  les  arrets  ont  eliange  cette  jurisprudence,  and 
ignored  general  dispositions,  the  change  being  first  applied  to 
donations  entre  vifs,  inter  vivos.  It  was  manifestly  a  fixed  jurispru- 
dence up  to  1663  and  afterwards,  but  even  after  the  change  began 
in  France,  the  jurisprudence  both  for  donations  and  last  wills 
sustaining  the  principle  of  the  capacity  of  natural  children  to 
receive  gifts  from  their  parents,  not  alone  mere  aliment,  assumed 
the  right  to  reduce  their  amount.  Bicard  cites  arrets  in  which 
such  reductions  were  made,  but  always  a  T arbitrage  desjuges.  The 
Cotdume  et  PrevoU  de  Paris  did  not  regulate  all  the  other  Customs 
oi France;  they  were  independent  of  each  other  in  that  respect, 
and  amongst  others,  Awvergne,  Tours,  Botirgogne,  and  Mdun  had 
favourable  provisions  for  bastards,  and  admitted  their  receiving 
capacity  from  their  parents.  In  fact  no  general  law  for  such 
matters  existed  in  France,  and  each  Coutume  supported  its  own 
local  customs  and  its  local  jurisprudence.  In  adverting  to  such 
subjects  as  occurring  in  the  Customs  of  Orleans  and  Paris,  Pothier 
and  other  writers  of  about  the  beginning  of  the  eighteenth  century, 
commenting  on  these  matters,  treated  them  as  subject  to  the  local 
jurisprudence  of  the  Custom  at  the  time  they  wrote.  Up  to,  and 
indeed  after  April,  1663,  when  the  Couiums  de  Paris  was  estab- 
lished, and  the  Conseil  Superieur  de  Quebec  was  constituted  in 
French  Ckmada,  the  previous  Parisian  jurisprudence  of  free  and 
universal  dispositions  by  last  will  prevailing  in  Paris  came  wkh 

3  F  2 
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J.  0.       the  CaiUums  into  Canada,  and  the  subseqnent  jurisprndence,  as 

1874        to  the  reduction  or  the  opinions  of  the  commentators  upon  that 

K^a       existing  jarisprudence,  could  of  right  have  no  controlling  or 

TcNw-ALL.    P*^*™^'^^*  eflfect  here.    Since  1663  that  previous  jurisprudence 

has  not  been  disturbed  by  any  contradictory  jurisprudence  to  be 

found  in  the  French  Colonial  Archives^  nor  is  it  probable  that 
such  cases  would  occur  in  the  colony  up  to  the  time  of  its  conquest 
or  of  its  after  cession  to  Cfreai  Britain  in  1763 ;  certainly,  if  such 
general  dispositions  to  bastards  were  made  in  the  colony,  they 
were  not  interfered  with  by  colonial  jurisprudence,  and  no  such 
cases  have  been  reported  in  the  records  of  the  French  Colonial 
Courts.  No  such  jurisprudence  against  general  dispositions  to 
bastards  has  been  made  since  1774.  Whatever  might  have  been 
the  local  jurisprudence  of  the  PrSv6t6  de  Paris,  the  Colonial  Courts 
were  under  no  Migation  to  change  with  the  changing  jurisprudence 
in  Paris,  nor  unless  required  by  royal  edict  therefor,  duly  received 
and  registered  in  the  ConseU  SupSrieur  at  Quebec,  when  it  would 
have  become  a  general  colonial  law,  but  none  such  appears. 

**  The  arbitrary  nature  of  the  French  arrets  is  shewn  in  those 
referred  to  by  Bieard  and  his  annotator.  As  early  as  May,  1663, 
the  Courts  at  Paris  rendered  an  arret  by  which  they  confirmed  a 
devise  to  a  bastard  child  by  his  father  of  600,000  livres  without 
reduction,  upon  the  sole  ground  that  the  latter  had  left  a  large 
fortune,  and  there  are  several  others,  in  more  modem  times,  of  the 
'  reduction  of  such  legacies  from  18,000  livres  to  8000,  60,000  to 
11,000,  20,000  to  10,000,  and  others,  in  all  which  the  annotator 
shews  conclusively  that  the  measure  was  not  upon  the  principle  of 
mere  aliment,  but  according  to  the  means  of  the  parent,  for  distri- 
bution amongst  his  children  generally;  he  says,  *0n  les.mesure 
mains  par  lewrs  besoins  dhsclus  (as  aliments)  que  par  les  fa/yidtis  de 
Jeur  pere  naturelf  or  as  Furgole  says:  *  En  egard  aux  hiens  que 
le  testateur  a  laissS,*  as  by  arret  of  1709 ;  or  as  Swinburne  says : 
'According  to  the  wealth  and  ability  of  the  parents.'  The  anno*- 
tator  adds  finally :  *  Du  rapprochement  de  ces  arrets,  U  rSsuUe  la 
confirmaiion  duprincipe,que  les  legs/aits  auxb&tards  par  lewrs  peres 
et  meres  sent  suQets  a  la  rSduetion  sils  sent  excessifs,  mods  que  la 
mesure  de  la  riduction  est  absdumewt   a  Varbitrage   des  jugesJ 
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Ferriere,  an  authority  of  the  eighteenth  century,  as  ahove,  in  his  J,  a 
commentary  upon  the  292nd  Article  of  the  Custom,  says  '  that  ille-  1874 
gitimate  children,  by  the  jurisprudence  of  the  time,  might  freely  kj^g 
receiTO  des  disposUums  particulieres,  but  not  dispositions  univer- 
idles  f  and  Pothier,  in  his  Tr.  dea  Donations,  p.  359,  is  to  the  same 
purpose,  saying, '  lis  soni  eapdbles  de  donations  des  ehoses  particu- 
lieres  qwdque  eonsidSrables*  The  devise  a  Tarhitrage  des  juges  had 
by  that  time  lost  all  its  original  supposed  element  of  aliments,  and 
had  become  a  mere  gift  or  legacy  proportioned  to  the  fund  lying 
for  distribution  amongst  the  children  generally,  and  it  was  held 
that  where  there  were  no  legitimate  children  or  lineal  descendants 
of  the  deceased,  the  universal  disposition  would  hold  good  for  the 
natural  child  to  the  exclusion  of  the  parents  of  the  deceased  father* 
The  modern  French  law  under  the  Code  has  adopted  this  last 
rule,  and  besides  has  enlarged  the  capacity  of  natural  children, 
giyiog  them  fixed  proportional  parts  of  the  general  estate  with  the 
legitimate  children  jn  successions  and  by  last  will,  favouring 
equally  the  adulterous  and  natural  children,  but  excluding  the 
incestuous,  except  from  aliments. 

"  The  later  jurisprudence  of  France  was  never  acted  upon  or  pre- 
valent in  this  French  colony,  nor  could  by  any  possibility  exist 
here  since  1774,  and  therefore  could  never  establish  the  testamen- 
tary nullity  or  incapacity  averred  in  the  proposition  against  the 
receiving  capacity  of  William  Plenderleath  Christie,  after  the  14 
Geo.  3,  a  83.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  denied  that  such  illegitimate 
children,  not  incestuous,  had  receiving  capacity  for  gifts  and  devises 
from  their  parents,  not  merely  as  alimentary  allowances,  and  had, 
therefore,  the  passive  capacity  of  the  books,  pour  pouvoir  demander, 
recevoir  et  conserver  les  liberalites,  as  Furgole,  des  Testam.,  says,  and 
A^  incapable  only  when  so  '  dSelares  par  la  hi,  les  ordonnances, 
^tatvi,  ou  eoutume*  p.  317,  indicating  the  non-existence  of  the 
allied  absolute  nullity,  which  the  annotator  of  Bicard  qualifies 
^  follows:  *Au  reste  Tincapadte  des  hatards  pour  recevoir  des 
diy>08itions  vmverseUes  ou  trop  etendues  rCed  guune  incapaeitS  rela- 
^i^j'  only  as  to  their  parents ;  and  Furgole,  distinguishing  the  in- 
^pacities  to  receive,  classifies  them  as  absolute;  as  by  aliens,  persons 
civilly  dead,  &c.,  being  personal  to  these :  respective,  as  by  tutors, 
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J.  C.        curators,  physicians,  &c.,  under  the  Ordonncmee  of  1539,  from  their 

1874        pupils,  patients,  &c.,  being  under  their  influence :  and  rdcUive,  as  by 

Kino       illegitimate  children  for  certavies  UberdUies  from  their  parents, 

TuKOTALL.    P'  359.     So  Poihier^  Bonat.  Testam,  152,  says  they  were  '  capables 

de  recevoir  des  legs  particuUers  quoiqtie  considirableB  et  en  proprikeJ 

^'Upon  the  ^hole  it  is  plain  that  there  was  no  such  nullity 
whatever  under  the  old  French  jurisprudence,  that  by  that  law 
there  was  only  a  restrictable  capacity  to  receive,  and  that  not 
de  droit,  but  only  on  legal  demand,  therefore,  of  those  concerned  in 
the  estate  and  entitled  to  demand  the  reduction.  Solan,  2V.  des 
NiiUitSSf  says  that  by  the  Code  Nap.  NvUities  are  those  enacted  by 
legislation  and  so  adjudicated,  and  nullities  by  action  at  law,  but 
that  these  distinctions  did  not  exist  in  the  jurisprudence  of  the 
Customary  and  Civil  Law  Provinces  of  old  Franecy  unless  there 
.established  teztually  in  the  Boyal  Ordinances  or  the  Articles  of 
the  Custom,  or  they  were  de  pu/re  factdti;  that  there  were  no 
nullities  de  non  esse,  but  they  must  be  demanded :  he  then  says 
relative  nullity  was  merely  ^  imefcumUe  que  le  UgishJtevr  avait  vovlu 
recorder  a  tme  personne  to  interfere  with  odes  et  proeSdures  inatta- 
queahles  par  toutes  autres  personnes :'  that  a  relative  nullity  can 
never  become  absolute,  ^parce  qu'eUe  rCa  de  force  que  par  la  deda- 
ration  de  ceux  en  faveur  desqtiels  die  est  itahlie.*  Without  a  charge 
of  such  nullity  and  incapacity,  and  its  resulted  adjudication  as 
such,  the  deed  or  will  stands  good  and  valid,  whatever  the  disposi- 
tion, whether  particular  or  general,  when  it  becomes  operative  for 
the  devisee,  and  repeating  Solon,  already  cited,  ^  Nullitks  must 
be  pronounced  by  judgment,  actes  are  presumed  to  be  valid, 
jusqv!d  ce  que  la  nuIUte  ait  ete  dedaree  parjugement  et  ce  sans  aueune 
exception.  It  is  a  legal  remedy  given  to  one  whom  the  contraven- 
tion has  injured,  it  would  be  an  abuse  of  the  law  to  accord  the 
remedy  to  him  who  has  not  suffered  by  the  aete,  or  shewn  that  he 
has  suffered.'  In  these  cases  the  Appellant  has  not  asked  for  a 
judgment  of  nullity,  which  cannot  be  given,  therefore,  ex  mero  rnotu 
by  the  Court.  Perrin,  Tr.  des  NuUites,  says,  at  p.  462,  *  Nullities 
are  covered  by  prescription ;  whoever  might  claim  the  annulment 
of  an  acte  or  deed  which  appears  against  him,  and  keeps  silence, 
seems  to  acknowledge  the  justice  and  validity  of  the  title,  or  at 
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least  he  shews  that  he  has  no  intention  to  demand  the  nullity.       j.  c. 
The  silence  becomes  a  legal  presumption,  when  such  a  delay       1874 
oocnrSy  that  public  order  in  some  degree  is  interested  in  putting       ^^ 
an  end  to  such  actions,  U  doit  y  avoir  wi  iempa  apris  lequd  la  partie    ^    *- 
esi  oenaie  renoncer  a  Taction  en  nvHiJteJ    The  prescribing  period  is       <»- 
thirty  yeara,  and  counting  from  the  testator's  death  in  1789»  to  the 
death  of  Napier  Christie  Burton  in  I835»  forty-six  years  have 
elapsed,  and  up  to  the  institution  of  these  actions  in  1864,  seventy- 
five  years  haye  elapsed.    The  Respondents  have  pleaded  the  abso- 
late  prescription  of  thirty  years  against  the  actions,  which  is  a 
legal  fin  de  non  reoevoir  against  thenu 

"It  is  evident  that  the  law  of  France  did  not  limit  the  devising 
capacity  of  the  devisor  except  for  the  legitime^  the  four-fifths,  of 
the  propresy  immoveables  by  descent,  and  even  that  limitation  was 
abolished  here  by  the  Act  of  1774.  Now,  in  France,  the  limitation 
affected  only  the  propree,  but  did  not  affect  oMpiita  et  conquets 
immeubles,  immoveables  by  purchase,  which  were  at  the  full  dis- 
posal of  the  devisor,  as  were  therefore  necessarily  these  seigniories, 
which  were  all  acquets,  acquired  by  purchase,  by  the  testator.  His 
devising  capacity,  therefore,  under  any  circumstances,  was  not 
limited,  either  when  he  mad^  his  will  or  when  he  died.  The 
receiving  capacity  of  the  devisee,  in  France,  might  also  be  limited 
by  the  reduction  of  the  Courts,  when  legally  demanded  and  adjudi- 
cated upon  at  the  instance  of  an  interested  party  against  it,  but 
otherwise  the  will  or  cute  is  presumed  to  be  valid,  and  stands  good, 
bat  no  such  demand  has  been  made  nor  adjudication  been  asked 
for  in  these  cases.  Under  the  existing  law  of  Canada,  therefore, 
at  the  death  of  General  Christie,  the  capacity  of  the  devisee  to 
receive  was  not  more  limited  than  that  of  the  devisor  to  give. 

^It  will  be  noticed  that  General  Christie  devises  to  WHUam 
Plenderleaih  Christie  and  his  other  illegitimate  sons,  by  name,  as 
his  natural  sons,  designated  as  such  in  the  terms  used  denoting  the 
persons  so  named ;  these  terms  have  different  significations  by  the 
law  of  EngJand  and  the  law  of  France,  and,  therefore,  need  explar 
nation.  As  to  this.  Story  lays  down  the  rule,  p.  402,  as  follows : 
^  Whenever  words  of  ambiguous  signification,  or  different  significa- 
tions in  different  countries,  are  used  in  a  will,  they  are  to  be 
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J.  0.       understood  in  the  sense  in  which  they  are  nsed  in  the  law  of  the 

1874       testator's  domicile,  with  which  he  may  be  presumed  to  be  either 

^^       most  familiar  or  to  have  adopted/    Burffe,  vol.  iv.,  No.  590,  is  to 

»    V-         the  same  effect  as  to  such  words.    It  is  quite  clear  that  in  such 

cases  the  mquiry  is  not  as  to  whether  there  was  a  devise  or  snbsti^ 

tntion,  or  of  what  estate  or  interest,  which  are  of  course  subject  to 
the  law  of  the  situation  of  the  devised  real  property,  but  as  to  the 
persons  denoted  by  the  terms  natural  sanSy  applied  to  them  by  the 
win  Now,  the  will  purports  to  be  that  of  General  Cliristu, 
as  follows :  ^  I,  Oabrid  Christie,  residing  in  Leicester  Square^  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Martinrin-the-Fields,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  in 
Enffland,  Colonel  Commandant  in  the  second  battalion  of  His 
Majesty's  Sixtieth  or  Boyal  American  Begiment  of  Infantry,  now 
in  the  province  of  QuAee,  in  North  Ameriea,  and  Major-General  in 
His  Majesty's  army^  do  make  this  my  last  will  and  testament  in 
manner  following,'  &c  The  will  was  made  and  executed  in 
England,  in  the  English  language,  with  the  technical  terms  used 
there  for  such  purposes  by  that  law,  and  specially  for  his  intended 
disposition  of  his  real  property,  and  it  was  there  attested  as 
required  by  that  law  for  the  devise  of  such  property.  By  the  will 
the  testator  devised  his  real  property  in  North  America,  &c.,  by 
the  dispositions  therein  mentioned,  and,  after  others,  over  to  his 
naJtwral  sons  named  in  the  will,  in  tail  male  successively,  including 
the  last  named  natural  son,  WilUam  Pknderleaih.  Now,  by  the 
law  of  England,  the  common  terms  ^natural  children'  designate  aU 
children  bom  out  of  marriage,  comprehending  all  without  distinc- 
tion ;  by  the  French  law  of  Canada,  *  enfants  natvreis,*  the  transla- 
tion of  the  English  terms,  denote  distinct  and  different  classes  as 
hdtards  simples,  adulterins  et  incestueux,  with  different  capacities  of 
each/  whereas  by  the  English  law  the  general  term  '  bastard '  in- 
cludes under  one  term  all  those  distinctions  of  the  Civil  Law 
retained  in  Frwnce,  and  being  the  synonym  of  the  term  natural 
son,  admits  not  of  the  distinctions  of  the  French  law.  Swinburne, 
part  5,  sect.  7,  a  rigid  civilian  of  his  time,  after  explaining  the 
Civil  Law  distinctions  above,  at  p.  370  says :  '  The  fourth  limita^- 
tion  to  the  Civil  Law  rule  is  grounded  on  the  laws  of  the  realm, 
which  do  permit  every  man  both  by  deed  made  and  executed 
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dariog  their  liyes,  and  also  by  their  last  wills  and  testaments  to  be  J.  0. 
executed  after  their  deaths,  to  give  and  to  devise  to  any  of  their  1874 
bastards,  without  distinction,  all  their  lands,  tenements,  and  here-  y^ 
ditaments  witlumt  restraint*     So  it  is  natural  to  infer  that  the  terms    rp^^^,. 

wxJtwral  son  must  be  understood  in  the  sense  of  the  law  ofEngland^       

where  the  will  was  made,  and  where  the  testator  declared  his  then 
domicile  to  be,  the  terms  used  being  general  and  without  distinc- 
tion. This  count  has  charged  the  terms  adviUerine  bastard  against 
the  said  natural  son,  William  Plenderleath  Christie^  aflSrmatively, 
although  not  to  be  found  in  the  will,  and  the  Appellant  not  only 
has  omitted  to  prove  them,  but  actually  contradicted  them  by 
his  own  admission,  shewn  in  the  13th  Articulation,  and  his  answer 
thereto:  'It  is  true  that  Napier  Christie  Burton  died  in  1835, 
leaving  no  heir  male,  and  that  upon  his  death  William  Plender- 
leath Christie,  a  natural  son  of  Gabriel  Christie  (General  Christie) 
then  took  possession  of  the  estate/  and  even  if  the  fact  had  been 
admitted  by  the  devisee  against  himself,  his  admission  could  not 
be  legally  receiveil  as  evidence  of  the  fact,  nor  could  that  evidence 
be  legally  made  by  the  Appellant.  Troplong,  vol.  ii.,  Bonais-Test., 
p.  35,  declares :  *Si  la  qualite  d^enfant  aduUerin  est  le  risuJiat  d*un 
ode  de  reconnaissance  volontaire,  it  is  not  allowed  against  him.  La 
reconnaissance  eCun  enfant  advUMn  n*est  pas  admise :  T  article  la  re- 
pousse afin  d^itouffer  le  seandaJe  de  Vinceste  ou  de  TadvlGsre.  linden 
doit  done  rien  rester,  eRe  est  proscrite  d^une  maniere  absclue.*  So 
also  Scion,  p.  77.  Now  this  merely  reproduces  the  old  French 
jurisprudence,  as  shewn  by  Furgde  and  others,  and  by  both  laws 
the  proof  of  such  social  or  family  scandals  was  prevented. 

^*  It  has  been  shewn  by  SwifJbwme  that  in  English  law  there  was 
no  distinction  in  the  general  quality  of  natural  children,  and  that 
general  dispositions  might  be  made  to  them  without  restraint; 
i^ow,  recurring  to  the  imperial  Statute  of  1774  (14  Gteo.  3,  c.  83), 
the  Quebec  Act,  which  established,  as  stated,  civil  government  and 
laws  in  the  province  of  QuAec^  and  by  the  10th  section  specially 
enacted  a  proviso  against  a  particular  law  of  the  custom  amongst 
those  re-established  generally  by  the  statute ;  assuming  the  proviso 
to  be  the  substitute  for  the  292nd  Article  of  the  Custom  to  be  read 
in  its  place,  the  proviso  would  seem  to  have  been  intended  by  its 
luakers  in  England  to  have  a  more  general  extending  operation 
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J.  G.  than  merely  to  extend  the  subject  for  devising,  as  stated  in  the 
1874  case  of  Duroeher  y.  BeanbieHf  and  this  conclusion  will  be  shewn 
Knee       by  bringing  the  two  laws  into  juxtaposition : 

TwMBTAJuc.       ^Art.   292. — All  persons   of       'Sect.  10. — Every  person  owner 

"  sound  mind,  of  age  to  exercise     of  lands,  goods,  &c.,  in  the  pro- 

their  civil  rights,  vince  having  right  to  alienate 

the  said  lands,  &e^  by  deed  oi 
sale,  gift,  or  otherwise, 
May  devise  their  moveables,        May  devise  or  bequeath  the 
acquired  immoveables  and  one-     same  at  his  death  by  his  last 
fifth  of  their  propreSy  and  no     will  and  testament/ 
more.' 

*  Au  profit  de  pers&nnes  capa-  '  Any  law,  usage,  or  custom 
lies*  heretofore  or  now  prevailing  in 

the  said  province,  to  the  con- 
trary hereof  in  anywise  not- 
withstanding, such  will  being 
executed  according  to  the  laws 
of  Canada,  or  according  to  the 
forms  prescribed  by  the  laws  of 
England' 

"  Beading  the  proviso  as  the  substitute  for  the  article,  and  con- 
sidering its  English  origin,  where  entire  freedom  was  observed  in 
favour  of  devisees  without  distinction,  the  proviso  could  only  have 
contemplated  for  this  province  the  'same  enlarged  power  as  was 
practised  in  JEngland  in  such  matters,  and  demonstrated  the 
intent  by  omitting  the  qualifying  words  of  the  article  as  to  the 
devisee,  leaving  the  devisor  free  to  give  to  whomsoever  he  might 
think  proper  to  receive  his  liberality,  and  necessarily  giving  to 
these  capacity  freely  to  receive  without  restraint.  This  proviso 
was  the  only  change  effected  upon  the  old  re-introduced  law,  and 
seemed  to  be  intended  to  make  testacy  in  Canada  as  extended 
and  beneficial  as  in  England;  for  such  purpose  the  enlarged 
power  of  the  devisor  must  be  complete  and  free  in  its  execution,  by 
enabling  him  at  his  decease  to  give  his  property  effectively  to  any 
person  whomsoever  by  his  will;  otherwise  the  power  would  be 
something  more  than  inconsistent  with  common  sense  and  justice, 
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in  extending  unreserved  freedom  of  devising  over  the  whole  X  C 
properfji  but  at  the  same  time  nullifying  that  freedom  by  pre-  1874 
venting  the  devisee  from  receiving  it.  ^Cuicwmqae  aliquis  quid  kuk} 
coneedit,  concedere  videtur  et  id  9ine  quo  res  ipsa  esse  rum  pottiit.^  So 
*  Cui  jurisdictio  data  esty  ea  qtwque  concessa  esse  viderUwr  sine  quibm 
jurisdidio  explicari  non  potestJ*  This  construction  places  the  subject 
on  the  footing  of  jurisprudence  of  the  Paris  Coutume  at  the  time 
of  its  introduction  into  French  Canada,  in  April,  1663,  and  which, 
as  already  observed,  has  not  been  disturbed  by  any  contradictory 
<»lonial  judgment*  The  opinion  expressed  herein  by  Chief  Justice 
Duval  upon  the  construction  of  the  statutory  provision  appears  to 
be  conclusive  for  the  capacitating  effect  of  the  law,  and  for  tbe 
removal  from  the  devisee  of  all  incapacities  to  receive  the  disposi- 
tion in  his  own  favour.  In  effect  conforming  with  the  French 
jurisprudence  above  adverted  to. 

"It  has  been  objected  against  the  enlarging  effect  of  the  enact- 
ment to  remove  the  previous  incapacity  of  devisors  to  make  such  a 
bequest,  that  the  previous  law,  the  French  law,  was  a  law  of 
public  order  and  morality,  and  could  not  be  set  aside  except  by 
express  terms  specifically  innovating  upon  the  terms  of  the  old 
law.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  was  not  a  law  so  known,  it  was 
merely  a  French  jurisprudence  at  any  time,  and,  as  shewn  above, 
such  bequests  by  parents  were  protected  by  the  Parisian  juris- 
prudence, up  to  and  after  April,  1663,  when  the  law  of  the  Custom 
was  established  here,  at  which  time  such  bequest  was  not  held  to 
be  against  public  order  or  morality  as  then  known  and  practised  in 
the  Prevote  de  Paris.  It  wiU  likewise  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
statutory  provision  originated  in  England,  where  such  freedom  of 
devise  prevailed,  and  where  neither  law  nor  public  order  or 
morality  incapacitated  bastards,  without  distinction,  from  receiving 
bequests  without  restriction  from  their  parents;  and  the  same 
capacity  exists  in  the  common  law  in  the  United  States :  see  Kent, 
Com.  voL  ii.,  p.  209,  et  seq. ;  Redfield  on  Wills,  vol.  i. ;  and  by  the 
decision  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Durocher's  Case,  it  was  held  that 
the  alleged  incapacity  of  testators  was  removed  by  the  Act  of  1774. 
This  Act  was  in  force  in  the  province  of  Quebec  in  1789,  the  date 
of  the  will  and  bequest  in  favour  of  the  testator's  natural  son, 
WHUam  Plenderleath,  and  has  not  been  repealed." 
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J.  C.  In  a  later  part  of  the  judgmenty  having  pointed  out  that  the 

1874        law  requires  of  the  subdittie  the  capacity  to  receive  when  the 

Kuii}       substitution  opens  for  him,  because,  as  Furgole  (vol.  ii.  p.  257) 

TimtTALL.    ^y®'  *^®  principal  effect  of  the  happening  of  the  condition  is  to 

—        purify  the  testamentary  disposition,  and  to  enable  the  whstitiie 

to  take  action  upon  the  disposition  subject  to  the  condition,  and 

to  attribute  to  himself  an  irrevocable  beneficial  right  in  tlie 

substituted  property,  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  proceeded  as  follows:— 

''The  only  real  question  that  remains  is,  therefore,  the  capacity 
of  the  substitute,  William  Plenderleath  Chridie,  to  take  the  sub- 
stitution when  it  opened  for  him  in  1835,  by  the  death  of  Napi&r 
Ohridie  Burton  without  having  had  lawful  male  heirs  of  his  body. 
The  books  abound  with  authorities  upon  this  point,  some  few  of 
which  will  be  referred  to,  but  it  must  previously  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  capacity  of  WiUiam  Plenderleath  Christie  to  take 
upon  that  event,  was  demonstrated  by  the  previous  observations 
upon  the  existing  laws  under  the  Acts  of  1774  and  1801,  as 
adopted  by  the  Privy  Council  in  Durocher  v.  Beatibienf  and  ex- 
pressed by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  that  the  disposition  over,  by 
the  Act  of  1801,  '  to  any  person  whatever,  was  unlimited,  and 
taking  the  words  according  to  their  common  sense,  that  Act 
would  sanction  a  devise  to  any  person,  although  previous  to  the 
passing  of  the  Act,  such  person  was  prohibited  by  the  law  of 
France  from  receiving  such  devise.'     The  observations  of  the 
codifiers  of  our  Civil  Code  are  important  as  to  this  question  of 
capacity,   and  fix  the  rule  of  law  manifestly  in  favour  of  the 
devisee,  WiUiam  Plenderleath  Christie.    Their  observations  were 
in  the  nature  of  judicial  reasons  for  the  law  which  they  recorded 
in  the  Code,  because  their  chief  mission  was  to  declare  what  wa» 
the  existing  law  at  the  time  of  their  labour.    They  observe,  at 
p.  171   of  their  Report  upon  Wills,  *As  a  general  rule,  the 
capacity  to  receive  by  will  is  considered  relatively  to  the  time  of 
the  testator's  death,  that  being  the  period  at  which  the  will 
most  usually  takes  effect    If,  however,  it  take  effect  only  at  a 
subsequent  date,  the  capacity  has  to  be  considered  with  respect 
to  such  later  date.     Such  is  the  tenor  of  the  article  which,  as 
regards  the  person  benefited,  also  lays  down  the  rule,  that  he 
need  only  be  in  existence  at  the  time  at  which  he  is  called  to 
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receiye,  and  be  then  identified  as  the  person  designated  by  the  J.  C. 
testator,  although  at  the  time  of  the  wiU  or  at  the  death  of  the  1874 
testator,  he  was  neither  named  nor  bom/  The  codifiers  then  kimo 
referring  to  existing  diflterences  between  gifts  inter  vivos  and  last    xunbtall. 

wills,  as  to  certain  incapacities  of  the  former  for  conoiMnaires,       

aduUerous  and  incestuous  children,  which  the  codifiers  say  they 
have  maintained  in  some  respects  for  such  donations,  though  at 
the  time  they  have  restrained  them  within  more  equitable  limits, 
they  then  ^d,  'as  the  actual  law  with  regard  to  wiUs  makes  no 
distinction^  it  must  he  admitted  that  those  incapacities  do  not  exist  in 
wiUs in  the  matter  of  devises  and  legacies*  The  article  referred  to 
by  the  codifiers  above  is  the  838th  of  the  Code,  as  follows:  *  The 
capacity  to  receive  by  will  is  considered  relatively  to  the  time  of 
the  death  of  the  testator,  in  legacies  the  efiect  of  which  remains 
suspended  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  whether  in  consequence 
of  a  condition  or  in  case  of  a  legacy  to  children  not  yet  bom,  or  of 
a  substitution,  this  capacity  is  considered  relatively  to  the  time 
at  which  the  right  comes  into  effect.'  This  is  enacted  as  being 
the  old  existing  law  certainly  from  the  Act  of  1774  declared  by 
the  Act  of  1801  sur  le  sujet.  Now  both  these  laws,  the  proviso  of 
1774  and  the  Act  of  1801,  although  general  in  their  terms,  apply 
to  a  purpose  of  merely  municipal  law,  involving  no  public  or 
political  rights,  and  independent  of  constitutional  restraint,  as  they 
have  been  united  together  in  the  explaining  Act  of  1801,  which 
clearly  and  sufficiently  expresses  the  retrospective  intention ;  they 
should  also,  therefore,  be  taken  together  in  constmction  as  they 
have  been  in  the  section  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes,  and  in  the 
Article  of  the  Code ;  without  this,  there  is  difficulty  in  realising 
the  possibility  of  a  testator  having  unlimited  right  to  dispose 
wiihout  such  right  including  the  unlimited  power  to  receive  even 
mider  the  law  of  1774,  but  under  the  existing  law,  the  limitation 
of  the  right  to  receive  would  much  look  like  a  limitation  of  the 
right  to  dispose,  and  would  annul  the  effect  of  the  law  of  1774, 
which  could  not  be ;  hence,  according  to  our  existing  law  from 
those  statutes,  capacity  is  the  rule  and  incapacity  the  exception 
both  to  give  and  to  receive.  Both  statutes  being  general  in  their 
terms  for  devisors  and  devisees,  they  can  be  controlled  by  no 
limitations  or  exceptions,  unless  specially  declared.    This  rale  is 
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J.  C.  expressed  by  Bicard  in  bis  Tr,  des  Donations,  No.  126»  where, 
1874  adyerting  to  the  capacity  of  giving  by  last  will,  he  lays  down  the 
^^  maxim,  which  translated  literally  is  as  follows:  'We  should 
labour  upon  the  principle  that,  the  law  or  the  custom  of  the 
country  permitting  dispositions  of  property  by  last  will,  all 
persons  subject  to  the  law  may  use  that  power,  either  to  give  or 
to  receive,  unless  particularly  excluded  by  some  prohibitive  law, 
&c,  which  is  founded  upon  this  reason,  that  the  permission  being 
general,  it  can  only  be  restrained  by  laws  that  contain  limitations, 
because  the  law  which  is  expressed  in  general  terms  includes  all 
cases  and  all  persons  if  they  are  not  specifically  excepted.'  Now 
the  laws  above  adverted  to  fall  completely  within  the  above  rule; 
both  are  expressed  in  general  terms,  and  both  are  without  limita- 
tion or  exception,  establishing  general  capacity  to  give  and  to 
receive,  and  removing  all  disqualifications  upon  either  power; 
and  hence  the  disqualification  imputed  to  WiUiam  Plenderleaih 
Christie  was  plainly  removed  by  the  effect  of  the  laws  referred  to. 
This  subject  has  already  received  the  consideration  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Courts,  in  the  case  of  Hamilton  and  others,  executors  far 
reprise  of  Napier  Christie  Burton^  in  a  suit  instituted  by  him  in 
1831,  under  G-eneral  Christies  will  en  nuUite  de  legs^  against  the 
said  WiUiam  Plenderleaih  as  being  under  the  adulterine  incapacity 
above  referred  to.  In  that  case  the  Defendant  pleaded  the  capa- 
citating effect  of  the  existing  law  under  the  statutes  above  men- 
tioned, and  the  Court,  composed  of  three  Judges,  by  their 
unanimous  judgment  in  October  1839,  sustained  the  plea  and 
dismissed  the  action.  The  original  Plaintiff  having  died  in  1835, 
his  executors,  Hamilton  and  others,  continued  the  caiise  and 
carried  it  to  judgment,  which  being  adverse  to  them,  they  brought 
it  before  the  Court  of  Provincial  Appeal,  where  they  urged  the 
Defendant's  disqualification,  under  the  old  law  of  France,  at  the 
execution  of  the  will  and  at  the  death  of  tjie  testator,  as  an  abso- 
lute nullity  of  the  bequest  to  the  Defendant,  the  proviso  of  1774 
extending  only  the  power  of  devisors,  and  the  Act  of  1801  not 
applying  to  the  testator  who  had  died  before  that  law  was 
enacted.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  in  1845,  composed  of  four 
Judges,  among  others  the  presiding  Judge,  the  late  Chief  Justice 
Bowen,  giving  particulars,  stated  that '  with  respect  to  the  effect  of 
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the  Proyincial  statate  41  Geo.  3,  c  4,  decisions  of  some  of  the  J.  C 
Courts  were  not  wanting/ which  went  the  length  of  considering  it  1874 
to  be  declaratory  of  the  14  Geo.  3,  and  as  having  a  retrospectiye  kikq 
effect,  thereby  removing  all  the  disabilities  of  the  French  law,  as 
well  with  relation  to  devisors  to  make  wills  as  to  devisees  to 
accept  bequests  and  legacies.  But,  that  it  wonld  be  sufficient  to 
shew  that  the  Act  of  41  Geo.  8  had  removed  the  previously  ex- 
isting incapacities  in  devisees,'  which  he  established  by  reference 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  case  of  Duroeher  v. 
JSeaifUen.  As  to  the  capacity  of  the  devisee  being  sufficient  at 
the  time  of  the  opening  of  the  substitution,  he  said,  ^  no  4oubt 
existed  in  the  minds  of  the  members  of  the  Court  that  the  claim 
of  the  Plaintiff  to  set  aside  the  legacy  was  unfounded,  and  that  if 
the  legal  representatives  of  Nojpier  Christie  Burton  had  resumed 
the  instance  instead  of  his  executors,  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  would  have  been  affirmed.'  Both  Courts  agreed  upon  the 
merits  of  the  action,  ^holding  that  a  devise  made  to  a  hdlard 
aduberin  not  competent  by  the  French  law  when  the  will  was 
made  or  when  the  testator  died  to  accept  such  bequest,  was  good 
and  valid  if  it  were  a  conditional  one  as  a  substitution,  and  if  at 
the  opening  of  the  substitution,  or  when  the  entail  took  effect, 
the  disqualification  of  the  devisee  had  been  removed/  The  cause 
was  sent  back  only  on  account  of  the  wrong  parties  before,  the 
Court  Although  not  according  to  present  practice,  there  was 
nothing  to  prevent  the  Court  of  Appeals  from  expressing  its 
opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  cause,  following  French  precedents 
in  such  cases,  as  tending  to  put  an  end  to  litigation,  and  which 
had  the  effect  in  that  case,  as  the  Plaintiffs  proceeded  no  further 
in  the  cause,  and  it  was  finally  dropped  from  that  time.  The 
caase  in  appeal  is  reported  in  Bevue  de  Lepidation,  vol.  ii.  p.  1 
et  seq.,  a  provincial  law  publication. 

"It  seems  evident,  therefore,  that  the  alleged  incapacity  of 
WiBiam  PlenderlecUh  Ohristiej  if  it  existed,  had  been  removed  by 
the  effect  of  the  general  capacitating  law  existing  in  the  province 
long  anterior  to  1835,  the  time  of  the  opening  of  the  substitution 
for  his  benefit,  and  enabled  him  to  receive  the  bequest  as  any 
person  whatsoever,  and  this  is  established  by  an  undisturbed 
legislative  and  judicial  concurrence,  which  may  be  resumed  as 
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J. G.  follows: — First:  Legislatively,  by  the  statutory  enactments  of 
1874  1774  and  1801,  condensed  and  combined  in  the  2nd  section  of 
K^Q  chapter  34  of  the  Consolidated  Stahdes  of  Lower  Canada  of  1861, 
afterwards  continued  and  adopted  in  ipmsimia  verbis  into  the 
CivU  Code,  enacted  and  promulgated  in  1866,  and  still  in  force, 
the  whole  without  limitation  or  restriction  upon  the  devisor  to  give 
or  the  devisee  to  receive.  Secondly :  Judicially,  by  the  judgment 
of  the  Provincial  Court  of  Appeal,  in  Dwrocher  v.  Beavbien  iu 
1826,  composed  of  five  Judges,  and  confirmed  by  the  judgment 
of  the  Privy  Council  in  1828,  which  has  not  since  been  disturbed  ; 
again,  by  the  judgment  in  MamiUon  v.  Christie  in  the  King's 
Bench  in  1839,  composed  of  three  Judges,  and  supported  on  the 
merits  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Provincial  Court  of 
Appeals,  in  1845,  composed  of  four  Judges ;  then  by  the  opinion 
of  the  three  judicial  Codifiers,  as  expressed  in  their  Beport  upon 
Wills  in  January,  1864,  referred  to  above;  then  again  in  this 
cause,  by  the  considered  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  composed 
of  one  Judge,  from  whose  judgment  this  appeal  to  this  Court  has 
been  taken ;  and,  finally,  by  thb  Court,  composed  of  five  Judges, 
four  of  whom  are  in  concurrence,  and  the  fifth,  Mr.  Justice  Monk^ 
dissented  mainly  upon  the  non-retroactivity  of  the  Act  of  1801, 
which,  he  admitted,  removed  disqualifications  in  devisees  from  that 
time.  It  would  be  difficult  to  present  a  more  uniform  and  con- 
sistent legislative  and  judicial  concurrence  of  interpretation  ia 
favour  of  the  pretensions  of  the  devisee  litigated  in  this  cause, 
and  of  his  capacity  to  receive  the  bequest  in  his  favour  when  his 
receiving  power  became  legally  effective. 

**  It  only  remains  to  ascertain  from  authority  if  his  capacity  legally 
existed  when  he  entered  into  pospes^ion  of  the  seigniories  at  the 
death  of  Napier  Christie  Burton  in  1835.  A  few  accredited  autho- 
rities will  establish  that  right.  1  Furgde  des  Testaments^  p.  304 :  *  Si 
Isfideicommis  est  conditionnd,  soU  que  la  condition  se  trowve  erpresse 
ou  littirale  ou  quelle  soit  seulement  tadte  et  implicitey  comme  quand 
la  restitution  doit  en  etrefaiie  ajourincertain,  ou  en  faveur  d'enfants 
a  naitre  dont  la  naissance  est  une  condition  impirative,  dans  ce  cas^ 
on  ne  doit  considirer  la  capacite  du  substitue  fideicommissaire^  quen 
igard  au  temps  de  Vechiance  de  la  condition^  et  de  Tomerture  dufidei- 
commis  comme  le  dieident  Banchin,  Ctyas,  et  plusieurs  autres  avteurs. 
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Que  81  Ton  m>geaU  la,  capttdtS  en  un  aaUre  temps,  U  e'enetUvrait,  qu^on  J.  CX 
ne  fourrait  point  admettre  au  fdU'eommis  les  en/ante  qui  ne  sont  1874 
nh  que  lonfftempe  apres  la  mort  du  testaieur,  lesqiieh  Staient  lien  kino 
dairement  ineapdbUs  lore  du  testament  et  lore  de  la  mort  du  testateur,    tu^^all. 

ce  qui  serait  eontre  lee  riffles  et  T usage  constamment  refu  dans  Urns  les       

trSnmaux  du  BoyaumeJ  At  p.  309»  the  same  author  observes : — 
'  Quand  le  legs  est  conddtionnel  U  stffit  au  legataire  dOtre  eapahle  lots 
de  VichSance  de  la  condition,  sans  examiner,  sU  itaU  eapahle  lore  da 
testament  ou  lors  de  la  mort  du  testaieur,  paree  que  la  Bkffle  Oaio^ 
nienne,  qui  est  la  raison  fondamentale  pour  laqueUe  la  capacitS  est 
requise  tors  du  testament,  eesse  a  Tegard  des  dispositions  condition* 
neOes.  D^atOeurs,  la  loi  permettant  de  /aire  des  institutions  et  des 
legs  pour  Stre  reeueSUs  lorsque  ThMtier  ou  le  Ugataire  serait  capaUe, 
com  capere  potait,  U  est  dair  que  soit  que  la  condition  soit  expresse 
ou  simplement  taeite,  U  suffit  que  le  Ugataire  soit  capable  lorsque 
Teekeance  du  legs  arrive,  sans  eoBaminer  le  temps  du  testament  ou  cdui 
de  la  mort  du  testateur.  11  y  a  cette  consideration  partievliere  au 
cos  des  legs  eonditionnds,  que  la  prSvoyance  du  testateur  yCa  lieu  que 
pour  le  temps  auquel  il  a  voulu  que  sa  volontS  cut  son  effect,  c'est-ordire 
lors  de  Vivinement  de  la  condition  quHl  a  marque,  de  sort  que  quand  le 
Ugataire  serait  incapable  lors  du  testament,  on  pouvait  presumer  que 
h  Ugataire  powvait  acquSrir  la  capaeitS  dans  TintervaUe  du  temps 
qui  sepasserait  entre  Tipoque  du  testament  et  ceUe  de  Tivenement  de 
h  condition,  tous  ses  soins  et  sa  volenti  dans  eet  ouvrage  netaient 
attaches  qu'a  la  considiration  du  temps  futur  et  non  pas  de  cdui 
auqud  U  agit.  Ainsi,  ne  voulant  /aire  la  ItberalUe  que  dans  le  cas 
que  la  condition  arrivera,  le  legs,  a  proprement  parler,  ria  son  com- 
meneement  ou  du  moins  sa  perfection  a  Tigard  du  Ugataire,  que 
quand  U  a  son  effet,  ainsi  que  le  remarque  Ricard,  des  Donations, 
No.  830,  et  comme  les  legs  et  les  fidei-commis  sont  en  tout  igaux,  parce 
que  Us  legs  et  les  fdHrCommis  par  testament  ne  different  que  de  nom, 
on  doit  appliquer  aux  fidei-commis  partiouUers  ce  que  nous  avons  dit 
ci'dessus  au  sujet  de  la  capacitS  des  legataires,  par  rapport  au  temps 
ou  Ton  doit  considirer  cette  capacite,  sdon  la  nature  des  legs  condi- 
tionneb,*  Ricard,  des  Donat,  No.  830,  is  to  the  above  effect,  and 
it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  him.  Lacombe,  vo.  Testament,  p.  312, 
says: — *Le  temps  entre  le  testament  et  la  mort  du  testateur  ou 
Tevenement  de  la  condition  nest  consid6ri :  il  suffit  que  U  substitue 
Vol.  YL  3  G 
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J.  C.       sait  eofMa  au  temps  du  dices  du  greve.^    Pothier  has  pointed  out 
1874        the  distmction  between  donations  inter  vivos  and  last  wills,  which 
K^       contain  a  substitution  in  relation  to  the  time  at  which  the  capacity 
to  give  and  receive  is  to  be  considered^  in  No.  41  oi  his  Tr.  des 
Donations  entre  vifs,  he  says,  '  in  donations  inter  vivos,  the  act  or 
deed  of  donation  receiving  its  perfection  at  the  time  of  making 
it,  it  is  necessary  that  the  capacity  of  the  donor  to  give  and  of  the 
donee  to  receive  should  exist  at  that  time ;  bnt^  at  No.  42,  not  so 
in  cases  of  substitution,  in  which  the  capacity  to  receive  is  not  to 
be  tested  at  the  time  either  of  the  making  of  the  will  or  of  the 
testator's  death,  but  when  the  substitution  takes  effect,  lors  de 
Touvertvre  de  la  substiiution.'    So,  also,  in  his  Tr.  de  la  Subeti- 
iutionf  sect  6,  Art.  I.,  §  1,  he  shews  the  distinction  between  pure 
or  unconditional  legacies  and  substitutions,  which  take  effect  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  conditional  legacies  and  substi- 
tutions, which,  he  says,  only  take  effect  at  the  happening  of  the 
condition  or  of  the  opening  of  the  substitution.    ^  Lorsque  la  sulh 
stiMion  estfaiie  sous  qudque  eondUion,  eUe  n'est  ouverte  que  lors  de 
ToGcomplissement  de  la  condition :  le  terms  d^un  temps  incertain  tient 
lieu  de  condition :  on  appelle  temps  incertain  mSme  cdm  qui  arrivera 
certainement,  pourvu  qu^tl  soii  incertain  qu*il  arrivera  ou  nan  du 
vivant  du  svhstUu&y  telest  le  temps  de  la  mart  du  grevS,  teUes  substi* 
tuiions  sent  conditiomteUes  et  ne  sent  oumrtes  que  lors  de  oette  mortj 
when  the  capacity  of  the  substitute  is^required  and  takes  effect 
Bicard,  Part  L,  No.  814,  des  Donations^  says: — *  Quant  auoa  dispo- 
sitions oonditionnelles,  lorsque  la  condition  s'etend  au-deH  du  dices  du 
testateury  le  droit  remain  fCexigeait  la  capaeitS  du  donataire  qu*au 
terns  de  Vaccomplissementdela  condition,  parce  quec'eet  a  cette  epoque 
que  le  droit  est  ouvert  et  que  le  testatewt  eat  censi  avoir  prSvu  que  le 
donataire  pov/vait  devenir  capable  avant  V6venement  de  la  condition. 
(Test  comme  s'U  avait  dit,  je  donne  a  Titius,  s'U  est  capable  de  recevoir 
lorsque  telle  condition  arrivera.    Les  auteurs  les  plus  aeeriditSs  en- 
seignent  que  cette  regie  est  stUvie  dans  le  droit  Francis.'    See,  also, 
to  the  same  effect,  Nos.  829,  830,     Bourjon,  vol.   ii..    Droit 
Oommun  de  la  France,  p.  173,  Titre  des  Substitut,  No.  11,  says : — 
*'  B  suffit  que'  le  substituS  soit  capable  de  recumUir  au  temps  de 
Fou/verture  de  la  substitution.    UineapadtS  au  temps  du  deces  du 
testateur,  n'est  d'aucune  consideration  par  rapport  a  son  droit  a  la 
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substUuHan,  parce  qu'it  y  a  lieu  de  primmer  que  le  teskUeur  n'afaU  J.  G. 
Ja  subsHhUum  au  profit  Svm  incap(Me,  que  sous  la  condition  que  Tinea-  isn 
padte  eesseraU  lors  de  Touverture  de  la  substituHon,  e^esl  dans  ce  ]^^ 
dernier  temps  qu^Hfaut  eonsidSrer :  c*est  SquHable  etjuridique  inter- 
prkation*  He  instances  the  case  of  Frenchmen  settled  in  foreign 
coontries,  and  children  there  bom  to  them  being  within  the  inca- 
pacity, preventing  their  profiting  by  the  substitation,  but  that 
their  incapacity  wonld  be  removed,  if,  at  the  opening  of  the  sub- 
stitation,  they  had  retorned  to  France.  So,  also,  in  the  case  of  an 
alien  in  Franeej  his  incapacity  was  absolute,  but  was  removed,  if, 
at  the  opening  of  the  substitution,  he  had  become  a  naturalised 
sabject.  UEssavIe  says.  No.  101 : — *8i  Von  objeete  qu*on  ne  peut 
etre  eapahh  de  reeevoir  avant  ^exister,  la  rSponse  est,  que  la  capaeUS 
ne  se  aonsidere  qu^au  temps  on  la  sti^stUution  prend  effete  et  se  rSalise 
swr  la  tete  du  stibstitueJ  No.  503:  *La  raison  diete  que  pour 
aequMr  droit  au  fidSi-eommis,  U  faut  etre  capable  de  reeevoir  la 
libiralitS  qu'U  renferme.'  No.  504 :  *  Mais  a  quelle  Spoque  fauinl 
que  VappdS  soit  capable  V  No.  505 :  *  Puisque  comme  onTavuau 
diapUre  prSeSdent  Touverture  est  le  moment  ou  le  fidSi-commis  p/refnA 
effet,  U  doii  sen  smvre  que  la capaciti soit  requise  a  cet  instant.  Non 
oportet  prius  de  conditione  cujus  quam  quseri  quam  hereditas, 
I^atumve  ad  eum  pertineat/  TeUe  est  la  suite  de  la  lot,  51  ff.  de 
legat.  2^",  also  citing  Bicard,  829,  830 ;  and  at  No.  507,  HEssaule 
adds,  ^  Et  quand  le  fidii-commis  est  conditionndj  comme  U  sont  pres- 
quetoutes  les  substitutions,  Ufaut  que  TappelS  soit  capable  au  moment 
de  TeekSance  de  la  condition  qui  est  pareiUement  celui  de  Touverture, 
Ja  mart  du  gretse^  Perrin,  a  modem  author,  in  his  2V.  (2e8  Nullites, 
says,  at  p.  151,  that,  by  the  old  laws,  the  capacity  to  receive  con- 
ditional institutions  and  legacies  is  required  only  at  the  event  of 
the  condition,  par  le  m^tifque  dest  seulement,  *  lors  de  TSvSnement  de 
la  condition  que  la  disposition  commence  a  eodster;*  and,  at  p.  152, 
adds,  the  same  principle  still  subsists,  ^  car  le  Code  CivU  maintient  le 
principe  que  le  Ugataire  conditionnel  n'Stait  saisi  de  rien  avant  Tae^ 
complissement  de  la  condition,  Nos.  1014, 1040,  or,  des  que  le  Uga- 
taire ne  peut  rien  aequSrir  qu^apres  cet  evenemenl,  U  serait  inutile 
qu*ilf(U  capable  plutot,  et  son  incapacity  ab  invito  doit  Stre  couverte 
par  la  capadte  posterieure.*  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  legal 
capacity  of  William  Plenderleath  Christie  to  receive  the  substi- 
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J.  0.  tutionary  bequest  when  it  opened  in  his  favour  upon  the  death  of 

1874  the  greve^  Napier  Christie  Bwrton^  can  admit  of  no  discussion.'* 

]^^  The  Appellant  obtained  leave  to  appeal  in  every  case  to  Her 

r^^^  Majesty  in  Council,  and  on  the  26th  of  January,  1874,  an  ordec 

—  was  made  that  the  said  appeals  should  be  consolidated. 

Mr.  Benjamin^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  M,  BompaSf  for  the  Appel*- 
lant. 

Mr.  K  McUthews,  Q.C.9  Mr.  Kendm  Digby,  Mr.  Barnard^  and 
Mr.  Maiiland,  for  the  Bespondents. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  contended  that  the  judgment  appealed  from, 
was  wrong  in  law,  inasmuch  as  after  having  decided  in  favour  of 
the  Appellant  upon  various  points  raised  in  the  C!ourt  below,  it 
finally  dismissed  his  suit  upon  the  sole  point  that  by  the  effect  of 
the  Imperial  Act  (14  Greo.  3,  c.  83),  which  empowered  testators  to 
dispose  of  all  their  property  by  will,  though  it  did  not  remove  any 
existing  incapacity  on  the  part  of  their  intended  donees,  taken  m 
coDJunction  with  the  Canadian  Act  (41  Geo.  3,  c.  4),  which  re-> 
moved  such  incapacity  (except  in  certain  cases  under  the  law  of 
mortmain),  the  devise  by  Oabrid  Christie  in  favour  of  WiUiam 
Plenderhath  was  valid.  He  contended  that  the  said  devise  was  void 
db  initio,  and  that  the  provincial  statute  (41  Geo.  3,  c.  4)  had  no 
retrospective  effect^  and  could  not  be  construed  so  as  to  confer  any 
new  right  in  the  seigniories  (the  subject  of  suit)  upon  Plenderletxffi,, 
or  to  cure  the  invalidity  of  a  devise  made  prior  to  its  coming  into 
operation :  see  Bvrooher  v.  Beavbien  (1).  The  statute  of  14  Geo.  3,. 
might  have  swept  away  all  restrictions  on  a  testator's  power  of  dis- 
position ;  it  did  not  in  any  way  afiect  the  devisee  or  remove  any 
incapacity  on  his  part  to  take.  The  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Badffley  contained  two  mistatements  of  facts  on  which  his  conclu- 
sions mainly  rested ;  first,  that  the  Bespondents  had  pleaded  the 
prescription  of  thirty  years,  whereas  there  was  no  such  plea  on  the 
record,  or  even  mentioned  in  the  Bespondent's  case  in  the  Court 
below,  and  a  plea  of  prescription  cannot  be  added  by  the  Court ; 
secondly,  that  it  had  not  been  shewn  that  WiUiam  Plenderhath  was 
an  Adulterine  bastard,  though  this  appeared  from  the  Bespondent's 
(1)  Stuart's  Low.  Can.  Rep.  p.  307. 
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own  admission,  and  was  assumed  throughout  the  case  in  the  Oourt       J.  0. 
of  Queen's  Bench.  1874 

A  bequest  to  an  adulterine  bastard,  other  than  as  mere  alimen-  kj^o 
tary  allowance,  is  a  nullity.  For  the  provisions  of  the  civil  law  j^^^j^^ 
"with  regard  to  adulterine  bastardy,  see  Corpus  Juris  Civilis,  Cod,  — 
tK)ok  v.,  tit.  27,  sec.  8.  The  Boman  law  punished  adulterous 
offences  as  crimes,  see  89th  Novel,  ch.  15 ;  compare  Furffcle,  voL  i., 
pp.  416-418 ;  ch.  6,  sec.  7,  and  p.  420.  See,  also,  Code  NapoUon, 
■which  is  the  origin  in  certain  parts  of  the  Canadian  Code, 
arts.  331,  834,  335,  762.  Nothing  can  legally  be  given  in  his 
lifetime  by  a  father  to  his  adulterine  bastard  except  for  mainte- 
nance :  see  Code  Napol&m,  arts.  980,  768,  911,  and  Canadian  Code, 
sees.  774, 1131  and  1133 ;  Denwhmhe,  vol.  v.  [ed.  1866],  art.  341 
4 sej.  tit. **Lepilimaiian**  Further,  a  gift  by  will  to  an  adulterine 
bastard  by  his  father  is  an  absolute  nullity.  It  was  so  decided 
f>y  the  Court  of  Cassation  in  Franee :  see  also  a  case  decided  in 
Sir&jfs  Beports,  vol.  Ixiv.,  part  ii.,  p.  11 ;  Demolombe,  des  Sueces- 
non^f  vol.  xiv.,  arts.  6 — 10,  and  122 ;  Demdlomhe,  Donations  et  Testa^ 
men  is,  vol.  xviii.,  arts.  624,  625-627,  and  582.  A  gift  of  more  than 
is  valid  is  reducible  to  the  proportion  of  the  estate  which  is  within 
the  power  of  the  testator  to  dispose  of  in  favour  of  the  particular 
legatee:  Denisart,  Cottection  de  DSeisions  nouveHes,  vo.  "Batard," 
sec.  4.  In  the  jadgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  are  collected  ail 
the  authorities  which  bear  upon  bastards  not  adulterine,  he  does 
not  venture  to  deny  the  incapacity  of  an  adulterine  bastard.  [The 
LoBD  Justice  James  : — ^The  question  of  alimentation  is  the  same, 
to  whatever  class  of  bastards  it  applies.]  Our  case  is  not  so  much 
that  of  incapacity  of  the  legatee  to  receive,  as  that  of  a  pro- 
hibited gift  which  is  absolutely  null  and  void  in  itself.  The  prohi- 
bition is  based  on  its  being  eonira  hones  mores  and  against  public 
policy. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  Canadian  Act  of  1801  on  the  legatee's 
capacity  to  receive,  it  was  a  provincial  Act,  and  its  effect  upon  the 
previous  imperial  Act  of  1774  (14  Geo.  4,  c.  83)  must  be  c(Hisidered. 
[The  Lord  Justioe  James  said  that  he  saw  no  difficulty  in  a  local 
parliament  passing  an  Act  to  explain  an  imperial  statute.]  Even 
SDpposbg  the  Canadian  Act  of  1801  had  repealed  the  prohibition 
Against  the  gift,  still  this  gift  was  invalid  at  the  time  it  was  made 
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J.  c.  and  coald  not  be  cured  by  the  subsequent  statute.  [The  Lobd- 
1874  Justice  James  : — ^No,  the  gift  did  not  take  effect  until  after  the 
]^  local  Act  of  1801.]  To  giye  it  validity  you  must  do  the  act  in 
J  •-  question  (invalid  under  the  old  law)  over  again  under  the  new  law : 
—  see  MetlirCs  B/tpertoire^  tit.  " Priymesse  de  changer  de  nam''  Here 
there  was  an  actual  incapacity  to  make  the  gift  at  the  time  that 
it  was  made.  [Sib  Bobebt  P.  Collieb  : — ^No,  the  incapacity  was 
solely  in  the  recipient^  and  that  incapacity  ceased  after  1801.]  We 
put  it  higher  than  a  mere  incapacity  in  the  recipient,  it  was  an 
absolute  nullity  of  donation :  Cautume  de  Paris,  art  292 ;  Fer-^ 
riere,  vol.  iv.,  p.  171 ;  and  see  Coutume  de  Paris,  arts.  No.  26,  27, 
44,  and  272,  and  Ferriere,  vol.  iii.,  p.  1161.  Moreover,  any  in- 
capacity on  the  part  of  the  legatee  to  take  must  be  considered  not 
at  the  date  of  the  gift  taking  effect,  that  is  in  this  case  of  the  sub- 
stitution of  the  ultimate  legatee  for  the  original  one,  but  you  must 
look  to  the  date  of  the  original  gift.  With  regard  to  the  questions 
of  estoppel,  and  to  the  deed  of  1800  mentioned  above,  having 
estopped  the  Appellant  from  alleging  Napier  Christie  Burton  to 
have  been  entitled  as  heir  and  not  under  the  will,  and  to  the 
pleas  of  continuous  and  peaceable  possession  by  the  Bespondents  and 
those  from  whom  they  claimed  title  for  twenty  years  and  ten  years 
respectively,  he  submitted  that  twenty  years  was  insufficient  The 
bastard  died  in  1845,  and  Appellant's  writ  was  issued  in  1864,  and 
therefore  the  parties  actually  sued  were  not  in  possession  twenty 
years.  He  denied  that  Plenderleaih  had  such  a  possession  as  could 
form  the  basis  of  prescription,  so  that  his  possession  could  be  added 
to  the  Bespondent's  subsequent  possession,  and  thus  make  up  the 
twenty  years  pleaded.  More  than  twenty  years  had  not  been 
pleaded,  and  no  prescription  or  limitation  is  allowed  in  Canada 
unless  pleaded,  see  Civil  Code^  art.  2188 ;  Coutume  de  Paris,  arts* 
113,  118.  Plenderleaih  was  incompetent  to  acquire  title  by 
possession  or  prescription;  at  least  he  did  not  obtain  possession 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  enable  him  to  do  so :  Ferriere, 
voL  ii.,  p.  330,  art.  113;  see  also  sections  of  arts.  113,  23,  et  sej.  ;r 
Poihier,  Traiti  de  la  Prescription,  part  I.  c.  iii.,  art.  7,  No.  85 ;  see 
also,  Pothier,  tit.  **  Testament,"  art  6,  In  chap,  i.,  sec.  1,  par.  6^ 
he  speaks  of  concubines  and  bastards.  In  chap,  iii.,  art  3,  of  the 
prohibition  to  testators  to  give,  the  personal  incapacity  to  give  is 
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clearly  laid  down :  see  also  Traite  de  Personne^  tit.  iv.,  part  i.       J.  C. 
[Ths  Lord  Justice  Jakes  : — Take  the  case  of  a  man  marrying       1874 
again  iofki  fids  believing  his  first  wife  to  be  dead,  is  he  incapacitated       king 
by  civil  law  from  making  provision  for  his  issue  ?]    Yes,  except  for    t^^jj^^l 
maintenance.    [The  Lobd  Justice  James  : — The  dicta  you  have       — 
been  quoting  are  not  of  law  givers  but  of  law  expounders.    Sib 
Montague  E.  Smith  : — It  is  their  testimony  of  what  the  law  is.] 
See,  again,  Pothier,  Traiii  de  la  Predcriptian,  part,  i.,  c  iii.,  art  7, 
No.  S5.    Our  case  is  that  of  a  man  with  l^itimate  wife  and 
children,  a  concubine  living  in  adultery  with  him,  by  whom  and 
by  reason  of  what  the  civil  law  calls  a  damncUtis  oaUiis  he  has  an 
adulterous  bastard.    Because  there  was  no  substitute  in  existence 
before  1801  who  was  capable  of  taking,  therefore  the  institute 
took  absolutely,  and  if  be  had  sold  would  have  passed  a  good 
title;  and  we  say  that  the  Act  of  1801  could  not  take  away  that 
absolute  property  and  absolute  power  of  disposition  which  existed 
before  1801. 

Mr.  jSl  M.  Bcmpas  on  the  same  side : — 

With  regard  to  this  testamentary  gift  being  against  public 
policy  in  Can<xda^  it  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any  judicial 
decision  as  to  the  capacity  of  adulterine  bastards ;  but  the  Canada 
Civil  Code^  Art.  768,  expressly  regulates  it,  and  the  view  taken  in 
respect  to  it  by  the  Commissioners  who  framed  the  Code  may  be 
seen  in  the  2nd  volume  of  their  Beport,  p.  155.  The  Canadian 
Act  of  1801  was  in  some  respects  an  explaining  Act,  in  other 
respects  an  amending  Act.  Two  questions  arise :  first,  whether, 
apart  from  Acts  of  Parliament,  this  disposition  in  favour  of 
Phnderleaih  was  void  ci>  iniiio,  or  was  a  conditional  proviso  which 
might  or  might  not  be  void  when  it  arose;  secondly,  was  the 
gift,  if  Toid  ab  initio^  validated  by  the  Canadian  Act  of  1801  ? 
With  regard  to  the  old  law  upon  the  capacity  of  devisors  and 
devisees  with  regard  to  the  subject  of  adulterine  bastardy,  the 
arrefo  of  the  French  Courts  under  the  kings  are  of  the  highest 
authority,  binding  on  all  Courts  except  this.  The  Goviwine  de 
Paris  is  subject  to  this  consideration,  that  the  French  law  is 
founded  upon  the  Boman  law ;  it  is  only  where  fhey  differ  that 
any  express  provision  is  to  be  found  in  the  Cautumede  Parte.   The 
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J.  C.       decisions  of  the  French  Courts  and  the  treatises  of  French  writers 

1874        developed  the  Institutes  of  Judinian  in  a  manner  suitable  to  the 

Knro       circumstances  and  wants  of  the  French  people  and  country.    The 

TuNSTALL.    ft^^orities,  therefore,  to  rely  upon  are  the  great  French  writers 

who  cite  the  decisions  of  the  French  Courts.    See  Bicard,  vol.  il, 

p.  112,  ch.  4,  treat.  2.  No.  88,  where  charges  and  conditions  are  dis- 
tinguished. In  vol.  i.,  p.  95,  ch.  3,  s.  8,  Bicard  speaks  at  No.  397 
of  Boman  law  regarding  concubinage,  and  distinguishes  between  two 
classes  of  it,  namely,  concubinage  between  those  who  might  after- 
wards lawfully  contract  a  marriage  and  concubinage  between  those 
who  might  not.  Compare  the  passages  from  Ferriere,  cited  by  Mr. 
Benjamin.  See  also  Bicard,  vol.  i.,  p.  100,  ch.  3,  s.  5,  No.  418, 
and  also  p.  101,  c£  Charandaa  le  Caron^  Beponsea  et  DiciHons  du 
Droit  Franfoia  [a.d.  1687],  book  x.,  c.  75,  where  are  cited  two 
decisions  to  the  effect  that  you  could  not  give  to  an  adulterine 
bastard,  its  husband,  wife,  or  child.  In  FurgoU,  vol.  i.,  p.  422, 
such  gift  to  be  valid  is  limited  to  mere  alimony.  The  principle 
on  which  testamentary  gifts  to  bastards  are  avoided  does  not  in- 
volve merely  the  question  of  incapacity  in  the  devisee,  but  the 
question  of  public  policy  and  of  incapacity  in  the  devisor.  The 
main  object  of  the  adulterer  was  considered  to  be  to  found  a  family, 
and  the  main  object  of  the  law  was  to  prevent  his  doing  so ;  and 
hence  the  restrictions  upon  the  devisor's  power  of  disposition. 
See  Bicard,  vol.  i.,  p.  101,  No.  422 ;  p.  187,  No.  720 ;  p.  194, 
No.  749 ;  (Euvres  de  M.  AntoineUEapeisaea  [1750],  vol.  i.,  pp.  394, 
395,  where  two  decisions  to  that  effect  are  cited,  and  other  autho- 
rities :  see  also  Domat^  dea  Tealamenia,  tit.  I,  sec  I.,  §  vii.  The 
-disability  of  tutors  in  regard  to  transactions  between  tutors  and 
pupils  is  not  merely  a  disability  of  the  tutor  to  receive,  but  in- 
volves also  the  disability  of  the  pupil  to  give :  see  Bicard,  vol.  i., 
p.  205.  And  so  also  in  regard  to'  bastards,  and  the  disability  in 
respect  of  them.  [The  Lobd  Justice  James  : — The  disabilities 
you  speak  of  in  reference  to  tutors  and  pupils  depend  upon  the 
law  which  controls  the  exercise  of  undue  influence,  and  questions 
which  depend  upon  undue  influence  cannot  bear  upon  anything 
else.]  Merlin,  in  his  Bepertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  Inditution  dlHeri- 
tier,  s.  v.,  §  2,  p.  400,  gives  a  list  of  persons  in  whom  incapacity  of 
giving  or  receiving  is  only  relative,  and  the  same  author  points 
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out  that  where  on  grounds  of  public  policy  any  disposition  by  will       J.  a 
is  declared  illegal,  it  is  null  absolutely.  1874 

As  regards  the  Acts  of  1774  and  1801,  the  law  which  sect  10       ^^ 
of  the  former  was  intended  to  alter  is  laid  down  in  the  Couiume    n^^^ 

de  Paris,  Arts.  248,  249, 261, 292,  and  298.    Section  8  of  the  same       

Act  reintroduced  the  old  Canadian  law.  No  doubt  to  this  there 
were  some  exceptions.  Thus,  section  19  provides  that  it  should 
not  apply  to  lands  held  in  common  socage ;  but  where  exceptions 
are  not  expressly  stated  then  the  old  law  applies.  The  Court  will 
hesitate  so  to  construe  the  Act  of  1801  as  to  take  away  a  vested 
right,  that  is  the  right  vested  in  the  heir  before  that  Act  by 
reason  of  the  nullity  of  the  legacy. 

The  counsel  for  the  Bespondents  were  not  called  upon. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
The  Lord  Justice  James  : — 

Their  Lordships  have  listened  with  great  attention  and  interest 
to  the  very  able  arguments  which  have  been  addressed  to  them  by 
both  the  learned  counsel  in  support  of  the  Appellant's  case. 
Their  Lordships  will  assume  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  this 
appeal  that  the  old  law  was  exactly  as  stated  by  the  learned 
counsel ;  that  is  to  say,  that  according  to  the  CotUvme  de  Paris, 
which  was  planted  in  Canada  by  royal  authority  as  the  law  of 
Canada  under  the  French  dominion,  the  gift  in  question  to  Plen- 
derleath  would  be  an  absolutely  null  and  void  gift,  by  reason  of 
the  doctrines  of  that  law  as  to  adulterine  bastardy.  They  will 
assume  that  it  was  proved  in  point  of  £ftct  that  Plenderleath  was  an 
adulterine  bastard ;  and  that  he  would  have  been  incapable  under 
the  old  law  of  receiving  such  a  gift  as  this,  that  is  to  say,  a  gift  by 
way  of  substitution  of  the  family  estates,  as  to  which  it  could  not 
well  be  predicated  that  they  were  given  by  way  of  sustentation  or 
aliment 

Their  Lordships  assume  further  for  the  purposes  of  this  decision, 
that  the  doctrine  of  prescription  would  not  apply  to  a  case  of  this 
kind ;  although  if  it  were  necessary  to  determine  that  point,  they 
would  have  required  further  argument.    It  would  have  required 
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J.  C.  further  consideration  to  determine  whether  possession  openly  taken 
1874  under  a  claim  of  right  under  an  instrument  of  this  nature,  and 
^^^  nnder  one  construction  of  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  snch  posBes- 
sion  heing  held  dnring  the  whole  of  the  lifetime  of  the  peison  vho 
had  so  taken  it,  and  afterwards  for  a  great  many  years  by  the 
successor,  would  or  would  not  be  brought  within  the  description  of 
possession  under  a  juste  titre.  Their  Lordships  assume,  however, 
that  the  doctrine  of  prescription  would  not  apply  to  this  case. 

The  matter  then  resolves  itself  into  a  question  which  the  Conrtg 
in  Canada  have  decided  upon  more  than  one  occasion,  and  after  a 
great  interval  of  years,  as  to  what  was  the  conjoint  operation  of  the 
English  Act  and  the  Canadian  Act,  and  of  the  provision  of  the 
Canadian  law  which  is  embodied  in  the  Code  as  to  the  period  at 
which  the  capacity  of  a  substitute  is  to  be  ascertained. 

At  the  time  when  the  English  Act  was  passed,  it  is  clear  that  in 
the  settlement  of  Lower  Canada  the  Sovereign  Legislature  did  not 
think  fit  to  establish  the  old  Canadian  law  without  several  notable 
exceptions. 

One  notable  exception  to  which  our  attention  was  called  very 
late  in  the  argument  was  this,  that  no  part  of  the  old  Canadian 
law  would  apply  to  lands  given  in  common  socage,  from  which  it 
would  follow  apparently  that,  with  regard  to  lands  in  common 
socage,  it  was  perfectly  within  the  power  of  the  owner,  whether  by 
a  gift  inter  vivos,  or  by  a  testamentary  disposition,  to  give  them  to 
any  person  whatever,  without  any  restriction  arising  from  the  cha- 
racter of  the  donee.  It  would  be  singular  that  there  should  be 
one  law  based  upon  the  grounds  of  public  morality  and  public 
policy  which  would  make  a  gift  of  anything  but  lands  in  common 
socage  void,  but  which  would  make  gifts  of  lands  held  in  common 
socage  perfectly  good.  It  would  be  di£Scult  to  conceive  how  any 
principle  of  public  morality  or  public  policy  could  make  the  dispo- 
sition as  to  one  class  of  property  void  upon  those  grounds,  and  not 
void  as  to  another  class  of  property.  But  beyond  that,  the  law 
of  England  having  from  the  earliest  period,  from  the  time  when 
testamentary  dispositions  were  introduced,  given  absolute  power  to 
a  testator  to  deal  as  he  liked  with  his  property,  wholly  regardless 
of  any  moral  or  natural  claims  upon  him,  the  English  Legislature 
introduced  that  law  into  Lower  Canada.    It  is  not  immaterial  to 
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obserre,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Jostice  Badgleyy  in  an  argument  J.  C. 
which  has  been  attacked  for  inaccuracy  in  some  respects^  but  is  1874 
nevertheless  a  yery  able  and  very  learned  argument^  that  in  the  ^^ 
old  Cc/idunie  as  to  testamentary  power,  the  power  to  the  extent  to 
which  it  then  existed  is  expressed  to  be  a  power  which  could  be 
exercised  in  favour  of  ^^  dea  personnes  eapdblesj^  Those  are  the 
words.  When  the  English  Legislature  came  to  deal  with  it,  those 
words  were  left  out — their  Lordships  do  not  say  intentionally — 
but  the  omission  is  a  matter  that  deserves  observation  and  conside- 
ration, and  migbt  well  haye  been  observed  and  considered  by  the 
Canadian  Legislature  in  passing  their  subsequent  Act  To  the 
owner  of  property  was  given  unlimited  and  unqualified  testa- 
mentary power,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  and  so  far  as  his  chil- 
dren, or  other  persons  who  would  under  the  old  law  haye  had  para* 
monnt  rights  of  succession,  are  concerned.  But  then  a  doubt  arose, 
or  might  have  arisen,  as  to  whether  that  removed  any  personal 
incapacity  on  the  part  of  the  donee  or  legatee  to  take.  The 
Canadian  Act  (which  was,  however,  not  passed  until  after  the 
death  of  the  testator  in  this  case)  put  an  end  to  such  doubt  as  to 
the  capacity  of  donees  or  legatees.  It  was  argued,  indeed,  by  the 
counsel  for  the  Appellant,  that  the  incapacity  under  the  old 
Gcutume  was  an  incapacity  of  the  testator ;  that  a  man  was  to  be 
deterred  from  or  punished  for  adultery  by  making  it  impossible  for 
him  to  make  any  proyision  for  his  adulterine  bastard,  beyond  a 
bare  subsistence ;  that  therefore  it  was  the  adulterer's  capacity  to 
give  to  his  adulterine  issue,  not  the  capacity  of  the  latter  to  take 
from  his  adulterous  sire,  that  was  extinguished  by  the  old  law ; 
and  that  such  incapacity  was  not  dealt  with  by  the  new  law. 

If  that  were  clearly  made  out,  then  it  appears  to  their  Lordships 
that  the  first  Act  did  everything  that  was  necessary.  If  the  capa- 
city of  the  testator  was  alone  to  be  dealt  with,  the  first  Act  had 
given  unlimited  and  unqualifled  capacity  to  every  testator.  But 
the  old  law  had  not  only  said,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  testator 
^  give,  but  had  gone  on  to  say  in  terms  frequently,  repeated,  it 
shall  not  be  competent  for  the  ofispring  of  the  adulterous  inter- 
course to  take.  Indeed,  these  persons  were  declared  to  be  the 
issue  of  a  danmatui  eoiiue,  and  strong  expressions  of  that  kind 
were  used,  from  which  it  might  be  inferred  and  probably  declared, 


92  OAflBS  IN  THE  PBIVT  OOUNOIL.  [L.B. 

J.O.  that  not  only  the  testator  was  prohibited  from  giving,  bnt  that 
1874  they  were  prohibited  from  receiving.  Hence,  when  the  Eoglisli 
2^  statute  came,  doubts  and  difficulties  might  well  arise.  Doubts 
*-  and  difficulties  did,  in  fact,  arise  before  the  passing  of  the  Canadian 
—  Act,  not  exactly  in  this  particular  case,  but  on  the  general  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  not  only  the  capacity  of  a  testator  had  been 
established,  but  whether  the  incapacity  of  a  donee  to  receiye  had 
been  remoTcd.  It  seems  to  have  been  held  that  the  incapacity  of 
a  donee  to  receive  had  not  been  removed  when  it  arose  from  a 
special  principle  of  law,  such  as  the  incapacity  of  the  guardian  to 
receive  from  a  pupil  or  ward  a  gift  by  a  testamentary  instrument 
The  object  of  such  a  principle  of  law  could  not  of  course  have  been 
to  inflict  any  disability  on  the  pupil,  but  to  prevent  a  guardian 
from  abusing  the  influence  which  he  had  in  obtaining  the  gift. 
Therefore  it  might  well  have  been  held  that  such  a  restriction, 
based  upon  the  necessity  of  preventing  the  undue  exercise  of  a 
peculiar  influence  could  not  have  been  within  the  purview  of  the 
English  Legislature,  which  simply  removed  the  general  testamen- 
tary incapacity,  the  incapacity  of  making  a  testament  to  the  dis- 
herison of  the  heirs.  And  the  same  question  or  a  similar  question 
might  well  have  arisen  as  to  the  restriction  on  gifts  to  adulterine 
bastards.  In  this  state  of  things  the  Canadian  Legislature,  having 
before  it  the  English  law,  passed  an  Act  which  professed  to  explain 
as  well  as  to  amend  the  English  Act ;  and  it  proceeds  to  recite 
that  doubts  and  difficulties  had  arisen  with  respect  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  English  Act  These  doubts  and  difficulties  it  was  per- 
fectly within  the  competency  of  the  Canadian  Legislature  to  deal 
with  as  they  thought  fit,  being  a  mere  matter  of  disposition  of  pro- 
perty in  the  colony,  not  affecting  any  Imperial  policy.  They 
recite  the  difficulties,  and  then  they  go  on  to  declare  and  enact 
that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  a  testator  to  give  to  any  person  or 
persons  whomsoever,  with  the  single  exception  of  gifts  in  mort- 
main. 

The  effect  of  this  legislation  upon  the  very  will  in  question  has 
been  repeatedly  considered  by  the  Canadian  Courts.  In  the  year 
1834  a  suit  was  instituted  disputing  the  title  of  Plenderleath,  who 
had  been  in  possession  for  many  years.  In  that  suit  it  was  held 
by  the  Court  of  first  instance  that  the  Canadian'  Act  had  had 
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the  effect  of  removing  any  incapacity  of  PlenderlecUh  to  take  J.  0. 
under  the  sabBtitution  in  his  favoor.  The  Court  of  Appeal  re-  ig7i 
Teised,  or,  rather,  discharged  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ^^ 
upon  a  technical  ground,  that  is  to  say,  they  said  that  no  judg-    .^^^ 

ment  onght  to  have  been  given  at  all,  because  the  Flaintifis  had        

not  made  out  any  right  to  sue.  Although  they  had  in  fact  the 
very  character  in  respect  to  which  the  present  suit  is  brought^ 
they  had  not  so  pleaded  and  so  proved  it  as  to  render  it  possible, 
acoording  to  the  view  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  come  to  a  final 
decision.  The  Court  said  it  was  a  suit  between  persons  who  had 
not  sheim  themselves  to  have  any  locus  standi  to  claim  a  decision 
atalL 

The  Court  ^of  Appeal,  however,  took  great  care  to  give  an 
elaborate  judgment  (1),  in  which  they  adopted  exactly  the  same 
view  of  the  main  question  in  the  cause  as  that  taken  by  the  Court 
of  first  instance.  That  was  a  great  many  years  ago,  and  until  the 
institution  of  the  present  suit  no  further  attempt  was  made  to 
disturb  the  possession  under  the  testamentary  gift  in  question. 
In  the  present  case  the  Court  of  first  instance  has  taken  the 
same  view.  The  Court  of  Appeal,  by  a  majority,  takes  the  same 
view,  and  that  has  been  the  law  apparently  understood  in  C<mad<i 
from  the  time  when  the  matter  was  first  mooted  in  this  particular 
case^  and  has  been  received  during  the  greater  part  of  this 
century.  It  would  appear  to  be  the  view  of  the  law  which  the 
Commissioners  took  when  they  framed  the  Code,  leaving  the  law 
80  to  stand  as  to  testamentary  gifts,  although  they  preserved  or 
re-enacted  the  old  French  law  so  far  as  regarded  gifts  inter  vivos 
to  adulterine  bastards. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  there  is  great  ground  for  holding 
that  view  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Canadian  law ;  and  their  Lord- 
ships feel  that  they  ought  on  the  construction  and  effect  of  a 
Canadian  Act  affecting  the  law  of  real  property  there  to  be  very 
much  governed  by  that  which  has  been  the  concurrent  decision  of 
the  Courts  in  Chnada  during  the  lapse  of  years.  No  doubt  a 
difficulty  arises  from  the  general  principle  of  law  that  an  Act 
should  never  be  construed  as  retroactive  or  retrospective,  unless 

(1)  8ee  EomUion  j.  PlenderUath^  Bevue  de  LSgidatum^  vol.  il  p.  1 ;  and  see 
«»««,  pp.  78,  79, 
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J.  0.  express  langnage  or  necessary  inferende  compel  snch  a  constrno- 
1847  tion.  It  is,  howeyer,  to  be  observed  that  the  Canadian  Act  is  a 
^Q  declaratory  Act  as  well  as  an  enacting  one,  or,  more  properly 
fp^jj^^^j^  speaking,  it  is  in  this  respect  strictly  declaratory.  For  although 
—  the  words  in  the  English  yeision  of  the  Canadian  Act  are  words  of 
fatnrity,  "It  shall  be  lawful"  in  the  French  yersion  (French 
being  the  language  of  the  people),  it  is,  "IZ  es^  6^  sera  loisibhf 
and  if  it  was  then  lawful  it  must  have  been  always  lawful  under 
the  English  Act,  although  some  had  doubted  it  Moreoyer,  it 
appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  the  difficulty  (if  any)  is  entirely 
remoyed  in  this  case  by  the  peculiar  proyision  of  the  old  law 
derived  from  the  Boman  law,  which  has  been  incorporated  into 
and  now  forms  part  of  the  Canadian  Code  (s.  838),  to  the  effect 
that  wherever  there  is  a  limitation  by  way  of  substitution,  the 
time  when  the  substitution  opens  is  the  time  with  reference  to 
which  the  capacity  of  the  substitute  to  take  is  to  be  determined. 
It  is  difficult  to  say  to  what  class  of  cases  that  would  apply  if  not 
to  this.  It  is  suggested  indeed  that  this  provision  was  inserted  in 
the  Code  with  r^ard  to  the  possibility  that  the  intended  sub- 
stittite  might  not  be  in  existence,  or  might  not  ''have  acquired  a 
particular  character  or  qualification  at  the  date  of  the  will  or  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  that  it  applied  in  such  cases  only. 
There  is  no  such  limitation  expressed  in  the  Code,  and  it  was  con- 
ceded, and  properly  conceded,  that  if  the  incapacity  were  clearly 
a  personal  incapacity  of  a  general  character  (as  distinguished 
from  an  incapacity  to  take  from  a  particular  person),  for  instance? 
as  that  of  a  felon,  a  person  eivUiter  mortwus^  an  alien,  or  a  person 
under  any  peculiar  personal  incapacity  of  that  kind,  then  in  that 
case,  if  the  incapacity  were  removed  before  the  substitution 
opened,  the  question  would  have  to  be  determined  with  reference 
to  the  moment  when  the  substitution  opened.  In  the  judgment 
in  the  original  case  to  which  reference  has  been  made  a  great 
number  of  authorities  are  cited,  and  there  is  a  passage  from 
Bicard  (1),  in  which  it  is  thus  stated : — '*  Quant  awB  dispomHons 
conditumneUea  hnque  la  condition  s^etend  au  ddd  du  diees  du  testa- 
teur,  h  droit  romainn^exiffeait  la  eapaeite  du  donataire  gu^au  terns  de 
raceomplissemerU  de  la  condition,  farce  que  cost  a  cette  ipojue  qw  le 
(1)  See  Bicard,  partie  l^re,  No.  814;  Fargole,  ch.  6,  Nos.  14,  42,  44,  45. 
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droU  eA  auveri  ^  que  le  testaieur  est  cense  avoir  ptivu  yae  le  dona-       J.  0. 
iaire  pouvaU  devenir  capable    avatU  Tevenemeni  de  la  condition.        1874 
Cest  comme  8*il  avaU  dii,je  donne  a  TUius^sU  est  capable  de  reeevoir       y^ 
lonjm  teUe  condition  arrivera.'*      It  would  be  difficult  to  say  that    ji^^^j^ 
this  doctrine  would  not  apply  to  the  present  case,  the  case  of  an        — 
Englishman  who  gimg  to  his  natural  child  a  Canadian  property 
might  well  be  supposed  to  say,  '^I  give  it  to  him,  if,  as  I  hope, the 
Canadian  law  has  been  or  shall  be  assimilated  to  the^  law  of 
England  imd  his  incapacity  be  removed  before  the  gift  takes 
effect"    The  matter  is  very  fuUy  discussed  in  Bioard,hut  it  is  not 
necessary  to  read  more  than  has  been  quoted. 

Indeed  it  was  said  that  such  a  principle  is  not  to  be  applied  to 
this  case ;  that  the  attempt  to  make  this  gift  is  such  a  yiolation 
of  law  on  the  port  of  the  testator  that  it  is  to  be  struck  out  just 
as  if  it  were  a  gift  pro  turpi  causa  or  contra  honos  mores.  Their 
Lordships  are  unable  to  take  that  view.  Nobody  surely  can 
suppose  that  it  is  a  crime  in  a  man  to  express  by  his  will  his 
wishes  as  to  what  should  be  the  devolution  of  his  property  after 
his  death,  or  that  it  should  go  in  a  particular  direction, — even 
althougli  that  direction  should  be  in  favour  of  an  adulterine 
bastard, — Cleaving  it  open  to  the  law  to  say  whether  the  wish  shall 
or  shall  not  take  effect.  There  is  nothing  immoral,  nothing  wrong 
in  the  expression  of  such  a  wish,  nothing  to  prevent  the  ordinary 
application  of  the  ordinary  principles  of  law  to  the  case.  And, 
theref<»e,  even  if  the  old  incapacity  of  adulterine  bastardy  had 
not  been  effectually  removed  by  the  English  Act,  it  had  before 
the  substitution  opened  been  removed  by  the  intervening  Canadian 
legislation. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  decisions  of  the  Cana- 
dian Courts  ought  not  to  be  disturbed,  and  they  will  humbly 
recommend  to  Her  Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  this  appeal  dismissed 
wiihoost& 

Solicitors  for  Appellant :  Messrs.  Ritchiey  Morris,  &  Rose. 
Solicitor  for  Bespondents :  Mr.  JET.  W.  Austin. 
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J.c.»      J.  C.  ABBOTT,  J.  COWAN,  and  R  TOR- 1  ^ 

>  DEFENDAin*S  : 

1874  RANGE 1  ' 

July  21,22,23;  and 

^!!l?^'     J.  FRASER  AND  OTHERS Plaiotifpb. 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEENS  BENCH  FOR 
LOWER  CANADA  IN  THE  PROVINCE  OP  QUEBBa 

Wm-'ValidUy  cf  OifU  to  Trutteea  in  favour  of  a  Corporation  to  he  (hereafter 
formed— Art.  869  </the  Canadian  CivU  Code. 

IT.  F.f  a  merchant  of  AfontreaZ^  by  big  will,  dated  the  23rd  of  April,  1870, 
devised  and  bequeathed  his  residuary  estate  to  trastees  in  trast  **  to  establish 
at  Montreal  an  institution  to  be  called  the '  Fraeer  IntUhUe^  to  be  oomposed 
of  a  free  public  library,  museum,  and  gallery,"  and  to  be  governed  as  therein 
mentioned ;  "  and  for  that  purpose  to  procure  such  charter  or  act  of  incor* 
poration  as  my  said  trustees  may  deem  appropriate  to  the  purpose  intended 
by  me.*'  After  giving  further  directions  as  to  the  composition  of  the  board 
of  governors  of  the  "  Fraeer  Imtituie^  he  proceeded : — **  And  so  soon  as  the 
requisite  charter  shall  have  been  obtained  containing  all  the  powers  neoessaiy 
to  carry  out  my  design  herein  contained,  I  desire  that  the  residue  of  my 
estate  and  effects,  after  deduction  of  the  expenses  of  the  management  thereof, 
shall  forthwith  be  conveyed  over  to  the  corporation,  to  be  thereby  formed,  to 
be  called '  the  Frater  Institute*  for  the  purposes  herein  declared." 

In  a  suit  by  the  Respondents  as  the  heirs  and  representatives  of  the  testator 
to  set  aside  the  above  disposition : — 

Edd  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Canada)^  that  it  ought  to  be  sustained.  It  was  a  disposition  for  a  lawful 
purpose  within  the  meaning  of  Art.  869  of  the  Canadian  Code ;  while  as  to 
the  bequest  in  favour  of  a  corporation  to  be  thereafter  formed,  there  was  no 
restriction  against  it  to  be  found  in  the  Code ;  and  as  to  the  devise,  the 
prohibitions  contained  in  sects.  366  and  836  of  the  Code  relate  to  the 
acquisition  of  immoveable  property  by  corporations  already  formed.  A 
devise  by  which  property  is  given,  not  to  trustees  with  power  of  perpetual 
succession,  but  simply  to  trustees  directed  to  convey  to  a  corporation  only 
in  the  event  of  its  being  lawfully  created  with  permission  to  possess  it»  is 
not  within  the  scope  of  the  said  sections. 

Eeld^  further,  that  the  gift  not  having  been  made  to  a  society  not  in 
existence  at  the  testators  death,  but  to  intermediate  fiduciary  legatees, 
whose  appointment  is  permitted  by  sect  869  of  the  Canadian  Code,  did  not 
lapse.    Under  Article  838  the  capacity  of  the  substituted  society  to  receive 


*  Present  :—Tbe  Lord  Justice  James,  Sib  Babnes  Peacock,  Sib  Moktagus 
E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 
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IB  to  be  considered  relatiyely  to  the  time  when  the  right  to  receive  comes  J.  o. 

into  effect  ,^^ 

The  second  article  of  the  King's  Edict  of  1743  is  shrogated  by  the  Civil  s^ 

Code  if  Canada^  as  being  contrary  to  or  inconsistent  with  its  provisions.  Abbott 

But  apart  therefrom  the  gift,  being  on  an  implied  condition  the  fulfilment  vJ^L. 

of  which  wonld  render  it  lawful,  is  not  illegal  as  a  gift  in  mortmain.  _. 

Atiamey-Oeneral  v.  Sowyer  (1)  approved. 

IHE  suit  in  which  this  appeal  arose  was  brought  by  the  Be- 
spondents,  as  heirs  oiHugh  Fraser,  deceased,  against  the  Appellants 
(his  executors  and  trustees)  to  set  aside  the  provisions  of  his  will, 
dated  the  23rd  of  April,  1870,  the  material  passage  of  which  will 
be  found  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships,  and  by  which  he 
left  the  bulk  of  his  property  to  form  a  museum  and  public  library 
at  MarUreal,  on  the  ground  that  such  proyisions  were  void,  and  to 
recover  from  the  Appellants  the  property  of  the  testator  then  in 
their  possession. 

Huffh  Fraser  died  on  the  15th  of  May,  1870. 

The  declaration,  which  was  filed  on  the  18th  of  June,  1870, 
alleged  the  illegality  of  the  will  in  these  words : — 

''  That  the  foregoing  dispositions  contained  in  the  said  will  are 
null  and  void,  they  being  illegal  and  made  in  contravention  of  the 
formal  dispositions  of  law,  the  sole  intent  and  object  of  such  bequest 
and  devise  being  the  establishment  of  a  corporation  or  the  creation  of 
a  body  to  which  and  for  the  interest  whereof  the  residue  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  and  the  whole  of  the  real  estate*  of  the  said  Hugih 
Fra$er  is  given  without  any  previous  authority,  enactment,  statute, 
or  letters  patent  in  due  course  of  law  first  had  and  obtained,  to  allow 
the  same. 

**  That  the  said  bequest  and  devise  is  so  made  as  in  the  said 
will  expressed  to  trustees  or  residuary  fiduciary  legatees,  with  the 
duty,  obligation  and  condition,  and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  trans- 
mittmg  the  whole  of  the  estate  after  deducting  certain  special 
legacies,  to  create  and  establish  a  lay  corporation  or  body,  to  wit, 
a  certain  institution  to  be  called  *  The  Fraser  In$tUuie^  to  which, 
and  for  the  establishment  benefit  and  profit  whereof,  the  whole 
residue  of  the  estate  comprising  the  moveable  and  immoveable 
property  is  intended  to  revert,  and  for  such  ohgect  is  devised 

(1)  3  Ves.  724, 
Vol.  VL  B  H 


Abbott 

FBAfflDK. 


98  OASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  OOUNOIL.  [L.R. 

J.  a  to  the  said  Hon.  John  J.  0.  Abbott  and  the  Hon.  Frederick  Tor- 
1874  ranee,  in  their  pretended  capacity  of  trusteea  or  residuary  fidu- 
ciary legatees,  which  is  null  and  void  and  in  direct  yiolation  of 
law. 

''That  the  said  disposition,  bequest  and  deyise  are  moreover 
null  and  yoidi  inasmuch  as  the  same  is  made  to  a  supposed  future 
and  anticipated  corporation,  to  be  created  after  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  which  had  not  any  legal  existence  at  the  date  of 
such  will,  or  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  testator,  not 
established,  not  capable  and  without  any  legal  capacity  to  take  or 
receive  any  such  bequest  and  devise,  or  any  part  or  p(xtion  of  the 
estate." 

To  this  declaration  the  Appellants  demurred  and  pleaded : — 

Ist.  That  under  the  above-mentioned  will  the  [^  property  real 
and  personal  claimed  by  the  Bespondents  had  been  yalidly  be- 
queathed to  the  Appellants,  and  more  particularly  to  the  Hoa 
J.  J.  O.  Ahbott  and  Hon.  F.  Torranee,  in  their  capacity  of  testa- 
mentary executors,  fiduciary  legatees,  and  trustees  under  the  will 
for  a  purpose  strictly  legal,  to  wit,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
at  Montreal,  in  Canada,  an  institution  to  be  called  '^  The  Fraser 
Institute,**  and  for  that  purpose  to  procure  such  charter  or  act 
of  incorporation  as  they  in  their  aforesaid  capacity  of  trustees  might 
deem  appropriate  to  the  purpose  intended  by  the  testator,  and  men- 
tioned in  his  wilL 

And  they,  and  more  particularly  the  Hon.  /.  J.  0.  Abbott  and 
Hon.  F.  Torrance,  alleged  that  there  had  not  been,  since  the 
death  of  the  testator,  any  session  of  the  Legislature  of  the  pro- 
vince to  which  they  could  apply  for  an  Act  incorporating  the  said 
Fraser  Institute,  and  that  they  had  duly  given  public  notice,  as 
required  by  the  rules  and  orders  of  the  different  branches  of  the 
Legislature  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  that  they  would  apply  to 
the  Legislature  of  the  province  of  Quebec  at  its  next  session  for  an 
Act  of  incorporation. 

And  2ndly.  The  general  issue. 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1870,  the  Respondents  answered,  joining 
in  demurrer  and  joining  issue  on  the  above  pleas. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  on  the  application  of  the 
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said  /•  /.  C*  AlhoU  and  F.  Torrance,  aa  Act  vms  passed  by  the       J.O. 
Legialatiire  of  tbe  proriuce  of  Quebee  on  the  24th  of  December,       1874 

1870,  to  inoorporate  th^  Fraaer  InstUtUef  carrying  out  in  all  parti-  Awm 

cnlats  the  wishes  of  the  testator.  .  Fbaskr 

.  On  the  30th  of  March,  1871,  the  Superior  Court  (Beaudry,  J.)       

gaT0  judgment  (1)  in  favour  of  the  Appellants,  dismissing  the  Plain- 
tiCTa  aetion  with  costs ;  based  on  the  following  considerations : 

'^Oonsidering  thai  the  object  of  the  aforesaid  bequest,  to  wit, 
the  establishment  of  a  public  library  and  museum  of  art,  is  legal 
and  does  not  require  previous  letters  patent  authorizing  the 
samei 

^  Considering  that,  under  the  said  will,  the  said  Hon.  J.  J.'€. 
AhboU  and  Hon.  jP.  Tarrcmce  became  and  were  vested  with  the 
estate  so  aa  aforesaid  bequeathed  to  them*  for  ^he  purpose  in  the 
said  will  mentioned,  and  are  cmthorized  to  construct  the  buildings 
necessary  for  the  same. 

*'  Considering  that  such  biequest  is  valid,  under  the  provisions  of 
Article  869  of  the  OivU  Code  and  that  the  said  residuary  fiduciary 
legatees  may  hold  the  said  estate  and  manage  the  same  so  as  to 
carry  out  the  desires  of  the  said  testator,  until  a  corporation  be 
regularly  formed  to  administer  the  said  public  library  after  the 
erection  of  the  necessary  buildings,  and  that  until  such  time  no 
contestation  as  to  the  right  of  such  corporation  to  take  the  legacy 
and  bequest  can  take  place." 

On  the  24th  of  June,  1873,  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  (Appeal  Side),  composed  of  Drummond,  Monk,  and  Tas* 
cKereaUf  JJ.,  Dtwal,  C.J.,  and  Badgley,  J.,  dissenting,  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  Lower  Court. 

The  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Badgley,  contained  the  following 
passages : — 

**  Lows  XIV.  established  the  municipal  law  of  the  colony, 
in  1663,  composed  of  the  then  existing  *  Ms  et  ordonnanees 
du  Bayaume'  in  general,  and  of  the  *  Couiume  de  Paris ^  in  par- 
ticular, and  at  the  same  time  constituted  in  the  colony  the 
Conseil  Souverain  de  QuSbee,  with  jurisdiction  in  the  last  resort 
subject  only  to  the  ultimate  appeal  to  the  Sovereign  at  Paris, 

(I)  See  15  Tiow.  Can.  Jur.  pp.  147-151. 

3  H  2 
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J.  0.  thereby  rendering  the  colony,  as  to  its  local  laws  and  jnris* 
1874  pmdenco,  as  independent  as  any  of  the  home  '  Provinees  de  Cat^ 
j^^  tume,*  or  as  Parts  itself.  (The  king  .reseryed  the  right  of 
modifying,  abrogating,  or  adding  to  the  colonial  municipal  laws 
as  might  from  time  to  time  be  considered  expedient,  the  changes 
and  additions  becoming  effective,  however,  only  npon  their 
registration  by  the  Saperior  Council  of  the  colony.  Under  this 
reserved  authority  many  modifications  of  and  additions  to  the 
municipal  law  are  recorded  amongst  the  royal  Acts  as  to  civil 
matters  registered  in  the  colony;  besides  which,  the  French 
kings,  who  were  at  the  same  time  both^  supreme  legislators  and 
executive  for  the  kingdom  and  its  colonies,  made  many  special 
administrative  public  laws  for  the  latter  as  public  laws,  inde- 
pendent of  the  existence  of  their  municipal  laws,  which  were  also 
formally  registered  by  their  Superior  Courts. 

'*  The  administrative  colonial  laws  were  made  in  the  form  of 
edicts,  and  other  royal  acts,  and  regulated  in  the  colonies  their 
internal  and  foreign  trade,  their  currency,  admiralty  matters, 
crimes  and  their  punishments,  the  reUgious  orders  and  establish- 
ments, and  the  like,  and  became  administrative  colonial  law  upon 
their  registration  by  the  Superior  Council  of  the  colony ;  amongst 
these  was  the  declaration  of  1748,  of  Louis  XY.,  for  the  French 
colonies  in  general,  not  for  this  colony  in  particular,  entitled 
'  Didaratian  coneemant  les  ordrea  religieux  et  gent  de  main-morte 
iUMii  aux  coUmiei  FranfaiteSf*  which  was  registered  in  the  colony 
in  1744,  and  is  the  so-called  Edict  of  1743,  referred  to  in  the 
Plaintiffs'  first  objection,  and  upon  whose  existence  they  declare 
that  they  rest  their  case. 

^  Although  no  proceedings  were  had  upon  the  Act  in  the 
colony  under  its  French  domination,  by  which  its  application  and 
extent  might  be  shewn,  the  Act  itself  and  its  special  object  and 
import  must  be  investigated.  Previous  to  the  establishment  in 
the  colony  in  1663,  of  its  municipal  law,  including  'les  lois 
et  ordonnaneea  du  rayaume/  there  had  existed  in  France,  for  so 
long  a  time  as  to  have  become  almost  an  accredited  common  law, 
a  state  policy,  expressed  in  edicts  and  ordonnances  and  in  general 
laws,  against  unlicensed  mortmain  accumulations  by  the  religions 
orders  and  eommuiumtie  regular  and  secular,  which  were  part  of 
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the  *loi8  d  ordonnaneei  du  royaume,*  introdaced  into  the  colony  j.  o. 
bj  Louis  Xiy.  in  1663.  Although  these  public  administrative  is74 
laws  strongly  prohibited  the  mischief  complained  of,  they  had  no 
pennanent  effect  in  a  conntry  where  the  influence  of  the  clergy 
was  almost  paramount  to  that  of  the  Sovereign,  and  they  gradually 
became  ineffective,  except  when  under  some  extreme  pressure, 
renewed  efforts  were  made  to  abate  the  evil  by  subsequent  Acts 
charged  with  more  stringent  incapacities  and  disabilities,  which  in 
their  turn  became  as  ineffective  as  their  precursors,  but  still  re- 
mained amongst  *  lea  hia  et  ordannanees  du  royaume.*  The  mieh 
chiefs  became  so  serious  during  the  minority  and  wars  of 
Louis  XIY.,  as  he  asserts  in  the  preamble  of  his  edict  of  December, 
1666,  *8ur  TitMissement  des  maisans  rdigieuses^  etc.,'  that  he 
applied  violent  measures  for  their  removal,  and  thereby  abolished 
all  unauthorized  establishments  formed  during  the  previous  thirty 
years,  prohibited  the  formation  of  others  of  like  character  without 
letters  patent  of  licence  therefor,  and  confiscated  the  property  of 
the  abolished  establishments.  This  was  the  first  administrative 
Act  against  such  new  religious  establishments  without  licence ; 
but  this  edict  also  became  dormant^  until  it  was  followed  by  the 
modem  improvements  upon  the  old  general  mortmain  laws  in  the 
adminiatrative  Acts  of  Louis  XY.,  his  declaration  of  1743  made 
especially  for  the  French  colonies,  revised  and  amended  by  his 
Edict  of  1749  made  specially  for  France  proper,  in  which  latter 
edict  that*  of  1666  was  referred  to,  but  neither  of  them  having 
been  registered  in  the  colony  had  legal  effect  here. 

''  As  already  observed,  the  old  mortmain  laws  were  made  for 
France  only,  where  although  they  became  inefficient,  yet  their 
general  ruling  principles  survived  and  became  recognised,  and 
known  in  the  colony,  as  introduced  with  '  les  his  et  ordonnances  du 
royaume^  and  established  in  1663;  in  virtue  of  which  Louis  XIY. 
established  in  the  colony  by  letters  patent  several  religious 
commv/iMLuUs  et  gens  de  main-morte,  whose  grants  and  licences 
were  duly  registered  by  the  Superior  Council  of  Quebec.  But  the 
declaration  of  1743,  referring  to  these  old  administrative  laws,  as 
the  general  inducement  for  its  enactment,  which  it  introduces  in 
the  following  terms  *  Voidons,  conformement  aux  ordonnances 
rendues  et  aux  regkments  faits  pov/r  VintMeur  de  notre  royaume. 
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j.  G.       etc/  apart  from  this  reference  was  a  special  administratiYe  law 
1874        for  the  coloxues,  the  first  and  only  public  law  registered  here^  by 
Amcnrv     ^^ieh  an  absolute  mortmain  system  was  perfected  for  the  colony, 
against  the  state  mischief  complained  of  in  France,     Whilst 
professing  to  uphold  the  known  mortmain  laws  of  that  kingdom, 
it  in  effect  established  for  the  colonies  a  new  and  modem  adminis- 
trative system,  with  special  disabilities,  penalties,  and  procedure 
unknown  to  those  old  laws,  and  enacted,  not  to  sustain  and  enforce 
them,  but  exclusively  and  expressly  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
new  system  and  its  particular  enactments.    In  furtherance  of  the 
new  system,  the  declaration  of  1743  was  more  comprehensive  than 
the  old  laws,  and  extended  its  prohibitions  indifferently  over  all 
'  ^tablmemenis  fcnde$  sur  des  motifs  de  reUgton  et  de  eharitS,^  as 
stated  in  the  preamble  prohibiting  all  new  foundations,  and  also 
all  new  acquisitions  of  real  property  by  existing  establishments, 
without  licence  previously  obtained  therefor  under  letters  patent. 
The  declaration  of  1743  was  framed  with  great  care  and  preoision 
to  meet  both  the  new  endowments  and  the  new  acquisitions,  the 
enactments  for  the  former  consisting  of  the  first  nine  articles  of 
the  Act,  and  from  the  tenth  inclusive  to  the  last  for  the  latter, 
with  stringent  incapacities,  fines,  and  penalties,  and  mode  of  appli- 
cation and  procedure  specially  enacted  for  each.    The  difference 
between  the  system  which  it  was  the  object  of  the  edict  to  intro- 
duce, and  the  system  in  force  up  to  that  time,  will  more  fully 
appear  in  the  following  distinctions  between  them : — 

**  1st.  Under  the  general  mortmain  laws,  the  unlicensed  acquisi- 
tions of  real  estate.by  mortmainors,  are  voidable  only,  or  only  sub- 
ject to  forfeiture,  so  that  the  power  to  hold  rather  than  the  power 
to  acquire  was  in  jeopardy.  Under  the  Act  of  1743,  mortmainors 
could  neither  acquire  nor  hold  without  previous  licence. 

*^  2nd.  Under  the  old  general  laws,  the  Grown,  or  the  mesne  or 
feudal  lord,  alone  could  interfere  and  force  the  mortmainors  to 
*  vider  leurs  mains '  of  their  acquired  property,  as  stated  by 
Pothier,  Traite  des  Personnes,  sect.  7,  No.  1,  upon  their  failure  to 
obtain  the  licence  ^from  the  Crown,  or  to  pay  the  indemnity  to  the 
feudal  lord.  The  former  (the  required  licence  from  the  Crown) 
extended  over  France  generally,  the  latter  (the  indenmity)  only 
over  the  customary  provinces  where  the  feudal  tenure  prevailed. 
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The  fonner  was  a  general  state  tax,  the  latter  a  proprietary  right       J.  0. 
under  the  CotUume,  entitling  the  mesne  lords  to  exact  a  fixed  rate-        1874 
able  Talue  of  the  alienated  property  once  for  all  to  cover  the      Ab^t 
manorial  fines  upon  alienation  if  the  property  had  not  become     ^^^^ 

mortmain  property.    Such  fines  and  indemnity  prevailed  in  this      . 

province  until  the  legislative  abolition  of  the  feudal  tenure,  in 
1854.  Under  the  Act  of  1743,  heirs  and  ayana  cavse,  or  persons 
in  interest  in  the  property  of  the  seller,  could  interfere  and  eject 
the  acquiring  mortmainor. 

'*  3rd.  Under  the  general  mortmain  law,  mortmainors  could  ac- 
qnu«  real  estate  by  devise  as  well  as  by  donations  or  other  con- 
tract entre  vifs,  their  limitations  to  hold  in  either  case  being  the 
same.  Bicard  on  Donations,  No.  599,  *  On  ria  pas  seulement  la 
liberie  d^exercer  ses  Uenfaits  envers  des  particuliers,  mats  on  peiU 
aim  disposer  par  donations  et  par  testament  en  faveur  des  compagnies 
et  des  commtmautes  a  nom  coUeeti/'  So  also  1  Furgole,  chap.  6, 
sect  1,  No.  87.  But  under  the  Edict  of  1743,  all  devises  of  lands 
to  mortmainors  were  absolutely  prohibited,  and  the  reason  of  the 
distinction  in  this  respect  by  the  edict  between  donations  and  wills, 
was  to  protect  testators  against  death-bed  influences  and  impositions 
as  is  indicated  by  the  Edict  of  1749. 

"  4th.  Under  the  old  general  law,  a  legacy  of  either  immove- 
able or  moveable  property  in  favour  of  a  non-existing  corporation, 
on  condition  of  its  future  existence,  was  good,  if  made  on  that  con- 
dition. 1  Bieardy  Nos.  829  and  830,  says :  *  Qua/nt  a  notre  usage^ 
h  personne  d^un  Ugataire  ned  considerahle  pour  la  perfection  d!xin 
ttstainenty  que  l(yrs  de  VechSance  du  legs,  de  sorte  que  quand  le  le- 
gataire  serait  incapable  au  temps  que  le  testament  a  etefait^  on  doit 
presumer  que  le  testateur  a  prevu  que  le  Ugataire  pouvait  acquSrir  sa 
eapaeite  dans  le  temps  que  devait  s'ecouler  jusqu*a  T  execution  du  testa- 
ment^ And  to  the 'same  effect  are  Cajus  Constdt.  50  and  53 ;  Hotman, 
QnsBst.  Illust.  6 ;  Dumouiin,  cited  by  Brodeau  sur  Lauetf  lett.  D., 
Somm.  51 ;  Domat,  3,  2, 1,  2,  22 ;  Furgole,  chap.  6,  sect.  l,No.  6. 
And  the  rule  was  particularly  applied  to  conditional  legacies,  to 
non-existing  corporations. 

**  Bicard,  No.  613,  *  Lorsque  les  donations  et  les  legs  sontfaits  pour 
^itcihlisaement  d'un  monastere,  on  ne  pov/rrait  pas  opposer  le  dS/aut 
des Mres paientes ;  ce  qui ed  juste, parce  que cessortesde  dispositions 
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J.  C.  8ont  primmSea  faiies  9ans  condUian,  et  pour  avoir  lieu  au  eas  qu'U 
;i874  plaise  au  Boi  Sagrier  TitalUsaemefU.  En  effet^  U  serait  impoanbU 
auirement  dUriger  de  nouveaux  etMissemetUa  de  monastereSy  paree  que 
Ton  ne  souffrepas  qu'il  8*en  fosse,  iih  ne  eonipricidia  dune  fondor 
iion,  et  U  a  observe  mime  que  le  contrat  ou  aete  defondaiion  a^aUaehe 
sous  le  eontrescel  de  lettres  patentee  pour  en  faciliter  T Mention!  So 
1  Fv/rgoUf  Dea  Teatamena^  ch.  4,  sect  l.  No.  37, '  Ufaut  nianmoina 
prendre  garde  que  quoique  lea  inatitutiona  et  autrea  libiralitSa  faiies 
enfaveur  dea  eolligea  et  oonfrMea  iUieiiea,  et  non  autoriaea,  aoient 
nvJIea,  et  eomme  non  ieriiea,  a  cause  de  rineapaeiU  a^tudle  par 
Targument  iirS  de  la  lot  3  §  §.  Toutefoia  ceOea  qui  aont  faitea  en 
faveur  Sun  college  ou  confrSrie  ou  quelqu*autre  eorpa  que  ce  aoU 
non  encore  Stdbli  ni  irige  pour  aervir  a  aa  fondation  ou  irection  ne 
aont  paa  nuUea^  paree  qu*ellea  renferment  cette  condition  taeite,  ai  eHes 
aontfondiea,  irigSea  et  autoriaSea,  voild  pourquoi  Teffet  de  la  libiralUi 
Hani  confM  en  im  tempa  oii  le  edUige  aera  capable  ;  il  n*y  a  pointde 
doute  qu'eUe  ne  aoit  honne  ;  et  c^eai  ce  qui  fait  la  diffirence  entre  la 
diapoaition  pure,  comme  itant  nulle  dana  son  prineipe,  avec  ceUe  qui 
eat  conditionnelle  et  dont  Teffet  eat  auapendu,  jusqu*a  Tevinement  de 
la  condition  suivant  les  principes  que  noua  avona  itabliea  ddeasua^ 
loraque  noua  avona  expUqu6  la  difficuUi  aur  le  tempa  auquel  la 
capaeUS  devait  etre  conaidAree  par  rapport  aux  diapoaitiona  condi- 
Honnellea.*  And  Pi^ier,  TraitS  dea  Peraonnea,  page  633,  who 
says  that  the  distinction  was  solely  caused  by  the  positive  new 
prohibition  of  the  edict :  Pothier  says,  *  Be  la  auit  pareiUement, 
qu*en  vertu  de  Tordonnance  de  1749,  le  lege  fait  a  une  eommunauie 
pour  une  fondation,  quelqu*utile  qu'eUe  aoit,  a  la  charge  par  la  com- 
munautS  ddbtenir  dea  lettrea  patentee,  nen  eat  paa  mdna  nvl,  ainai 
que  cda  eat  dAndS  formdlement  par  TArtiele  17.  La  raiaon  de 
douter  pourraii  Sire  que  lea  communautda  peuvent  Hre  capdJUea 
d*aequSrir  par  dea  lettrea  patentee,  et  qu'un  lege  fait  a  un  incapahk 
aoua  la  condition  qu*il  deviendra  capable  cum  capere  potuerit,  peut 
Stre  valable.  La  raiaon  qu'a  eu  Tordonnance  de  didder  au  eontraire 
que  le  lege  etait  nul,  ae  tire  de  la  difenae  ahaolue  qu*e[le  afaite  de 
Uguer  cea  aortea  de  choaea  aux  communaulia.*  This  proves  that 
before  the  edict  such  a  legacy  was  good,  and  such  is  still  the  law 
of  France  at  the  present  time.  By  recent  arrH  of  the  Imperial 
Court  in  1859  {Journal  dc  Palaia,  an  1870)  in  the  case  of  a  city 
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charged  mth  a  legacy  to  apply  an  annual  interest  to  an  nnrecog-  J.  a 
nised  SoeUU  de  Bienfaisanee,  it  was  held  that  *peu  imporle  a  la  1S74 
vcdidite  de  la  charge  impaeie  qua  Tceuvre  ehariiahle  ainsi  ffraiifiee  etU 
ou  non  au  moment  de  la  mart  du  testaieur  une  exUtenee  Ugale,  si  plus 
iard  et  avani  deridamet  le  paiement  eUeaeti  reconnue  et  autorieee 
par  vn  dieret  du  ffouvememerU'  citing  Trophng,  Donations  et 
TestamenU,  No.  612.  Whereas  under  the  Act  of  1743  all  such 
legacies,  as  just  shewn,  even  if  protected  by  a  condition  or  a  trust, 
weie  absolutely  null. 

''Such  being  the  difference  between  the  general  mortmain  law 
and  the  Edict  of  1743,  the  question  to  be  determined  in  this  cause 
is,  which  of  the  two  systems  is  now  in  force  in  Lower  Canada,  and 
the  solution  of  that  question  must  necessarily  depend  upon  the 
language  of  the  present  OivH  Code  in  connection  with  the  legisla- 
tion since  the  cession,  upon  which  both  the  Appellants  and  Be- 
spondents  rest  their  pretensions.  But  the  better  to  understand 
the  force  and  effect  of  the  C!ode,  it  will  be  useful  to  consider  the 
effect  of  the  cession  of  Canada  to  the  British  Crown,  and  of  the 
subsequent  legislation. 

''The  declaration  of  1743  manifestly  falls  within  the  class  of 
public  administrative  laws,  and  not  of  the  dvil  or  municipal  law 
of  the  colonies. 

"Its  object  and  intent  were  pubh'o  only,  and  not  in  the  interest  or 
for  the  benefit  of  individuals;  it  was  confined  within  the  special 
authority  and  action  of  the  king  alone,  was  restricted  to  the  mere 
material  interest  of  the  State,  unconnected  with  the  ordinary 
transactions  of  citizens  amongst  themselves,  and  applied  to  a  par- 
ticular class,  mortmainors  and  religious  communities  only.  Its 
administratiye  character  and  functions  are  manifestly  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  public  policy  of  the  kingdom,  and  the  removal  of  the 
alleged  public  mischief,  which  touched  the  State  only,  continuing 
undistinguished  in  character  and  public  effect,  whoever  might  be 
benefited  by  its  penalties,  or  by  the  confiscation  of  the  unlicensed 
devised  or  acquired  property ;  the  grantees  now,  being  merely  in- 
struments selected  for  their  supposed  zeal  to  enforce  the  penalty 
for  their  own  benefit,  the  Act  not  being  made  either  for  the  advan- 
tage of  those  beneficiaries  or  for  the  mere  enforcement  of  the 
penalty.    Hence,  therefore,  the  prohibitions  of  the  Act  are  those 
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J.  0.  of  an  administratiye  public  law^  which  this  infliction  of  its 
1874  penalties  cannot  alter,  nor  convert  into  a  civil,  private,  or  moni- 
ABBcyiT  c^P^  I^^  ^  alleged  by  the  Plaintiffs.  As  such  public  adminis- 
trative law,  it  belonged  to  the  State  exclusively,  and  necessarily 
followed  its  fortunes  whatever  they  might  be ;  a  cursory  examina- 
tion of  its  machinery  establishes  this  state  character,  namely,  the 
direct  application  to  the  king,  his  exclusive  action  and  determina- 
tion upon  the  application,  that  determination  exhibited  only  in  his 
letters  patent  directing  their  restriction  to  the  particular  donation 
or  acquisition,  and  their  registration  in  the  colony  by  the  Superior 
Council,  but  only  in  the  presence  and  with  the  concurrence  of  his 
high  executive  and  administrative  o£5cers,  responsible  to  himself, 
his  governor,  lieutenant-general,  and  colonel  intendant.  All 
these  demonstrate  the  Act  of  1743  to  be  a  public  administrative 
Act,  which  existed  with  the  dominion  only  to  which  it  belonged, 
and  could  not  contract  or  govern  the  prerogative  rights  or  powers 
of  the  new  sovereign  of  the  colony,  and  did  not  require  to  be 
abrogated  or  repealed  by  express  legislative  authority. 

*'  This  was  the  state  of  the  law  of  the  conquered  colony  at 
its  cession  to  Oreat  Britain  in  1763,  when  it  became  a  British 
province,  no  longer  subject  to  the  dominion  of  France  or  its 
sovereign,  or  its  administrative  public  law,  which  were  replaced 
by  the  British  Sovereign,  who  in  the  exercise  of  his  prerogative 
could  not  be  controlled  by  the  French  Act  of  1743,  or  compelled 
to  adopt  its  regulations ;  and  the  province  also  became  subject  to 
the  administrative  public  law  of  Oreat  Britain,  and  to  such 
legislative  enactments  as  should  be  deemed  necessary  for  its 
welfare. 

''  The  first  of  these  latter  was  the  Quebeo  Act  of  1774, 14  Geo.  3, 
c.  83,  which  established  a  form  of  civil  government,  with  legisla- 
tive powers  for  the  province ;  continued  the  criminal  laws  of  the 
land  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others  previously  in  force ;  regulated 
the  trade  of  the  province  by  the  British  Trade  Acts ;  confirmed 
the  Canadian  subjects  in  the  free  exercise  of  the  Boman  Catholic 
religion,  subject  to  the  king's  supremacy,  under  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth ;  restored  the  old  laws  of  Canada,  for  resort  in  contro- 
versies relating  to  property  and  civil  xigbts ;  but  abolished  the 
custom  disabilities  upon  the  devising  power  of  testators,   and 
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aecnred  tboee  robjeets  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  pn^rty  and        J.  0. 
cinl  rights,  and  in  the  cnstoms  and  usages  relative  thereto,  but        I87i 
expressly  excepted  therefix>in  the  religious  bodies  and  communities      abbott 
established  in  the  province.    In  the  &ce  of  that  express  exception     yuaskr, 
it  cannot  be  conceived  to  be  possible  that  the  Act  of  1743  could        '^^ 
be  preserved  or  considered  to  be  in  force ;  and  indeed  the  plain 
laagoage  of  the  Act  of  1774  reserved  none  of  the  former  French 
admiaistrative  Acts,  on  the  contrary  it  established  those  of  Oreat 
Britain  to  supply  the  void,  and  ignored  the  existence  of  the  de- 
claration of  1743, '  Coneemant  le$  cri^  rdigiewx  et  gem  de  main- 
morte  etablis  aux  Colonies  Franfaises.' 

''The  Act  of  1743,  as  such,  is  not  mentioned  in  the  Quebec  Act, 
and  it  is  trite  to  say  that  its  entire  administrative  machinery  for  its 
operative  effect,  the  formal  application,  and  required  observances 
for  submission  to  the  Sovereign,  his  letters  patent,  their  registration 
by  the  Superior  Council  in  the  actual  presence  of  the  royal  execu- 
tive and  administrative  colonial  officers,  that  Superior  Council  itself 
and  l^slative  executive  powers  of  the  French  kings,  with  their 
royal  persons,  have  disappeared  from  the  province,  and  have  never 
been  revived  either  legislatively  or  judicially.  The  disappearance 
of  the  declaration  of  1743  was  effected  by  the  cession,  and  confirmed 
by  the  Imperial  Act  of  1774,  since  which  time  the  declaration  has 
lived  only  in  Canadian  history  to  assist  perverse  litigation. 

''Its  final  disappearance  was  quite  understood  and  recognised  in 
1774,  when  the  Imperial  Act  appeared,  and  this  was  shewn  at  the 
time,  in  the  publication  at  Qud>€c^  at  the  end  of  that  year,  by 
Monsieur  Gttffneif  a  French  Canadian  lawyer,  under  the  order  of 
the  British  Governor,  Sir  Chy  Carleton,  afterwards  Lord  Dorchester^ 
of  a  compilation  of  the  old  colonial  laws  and  jurisprudence,  in 
which  he  says : — *  On  a  supprime  les  edits,  dielarationSy  regU' 
menis  ei  ordonnanees  du  Boi  (de  France)  qui  coneement  les  matieres 
erimindles,  les  affaires  d^amirauti  de  la  Compagnie  des  Indes,  et  les 
eommunautds  reUgieuses  qui  ne  doivent  etre  d'aucune  considSration 
dans  le  present  gouvemement,  parce  que  les  habitans  de  cette  Provinee 
ne  doivent  rddamer  'que  les  his  (Jra/n^ises)  qui  coneement  leurs 
proprietes  et  leurs  droits  de  eitoyens  conjbrmement  a  TActe  de  14 
Geo.  3, 0.83/ 
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j.O.  ''And  it  may  be  added  that  neither  the  prerogative  of  the 

1874       English  Sovereign,  nor  the  power  of  the  British  Legislature, 

^^^^     was  likely  to  be  used  to  give  admimstrative  sanction  at  that 

time  in  the  province  to  Boman  Catholic  religious  orders  and  com' 

muna/uUs. 

^  The  Act  of  1743  did  not,  by  its  own  force,  survive  the  dominion 
to  which  it  belonged  at  the  cession  in  1763,  and  was  not  recog- 
nised as  existing  in  the  QuAee  Act,  nor  has  it  ever  as  such  been 
recognised  by  subsequent  legislation.  The  Imperial  Act,  31 
Geo.  3,  c.  31,  followed  the  Q^ebee  Act,  but  made  no  reference  what- 
ever to  the  declaration  of  1743.  By  the  31  Geo.  8,  the  province 
was  divided  into  Lotoer  and  Upper  Qmada,  with  a  Provincial 
Parliament  having  legislative  powers  for  each ;  and  if  the  Act  of 
1743  had  existed  for  the  whole  province,  it  must  have  extended 
into  Upper  Canada  as  well;  but  it  is  common  knowledge  that  its 
existence  there  was  never  even  suspected,  and  no  attempt  for  its 
abrogation  or  repeal  has  ever  been  made  or  thought  of." 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  W.  Gttha,  for  the  Appellants. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  IT.  If.  Bompaa,  for  the  Respon- 
dents. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.O.,  in  reference  to  the  clauses  of  the  will,  the  sub- 
ject of  this  litigation,  and  upon  the  question  whether  the  provi- 
sions therein  contained  were  void  by  Canadian  law  or  not,  referred 
to  sects.  831,  869,  and  £38  of  the  Canadian  CivU  Code.  And 
upon  the  question  of  the  disabilities  of  corporations  to  receive 
property  and  otherwise,  he  referred  to  sects.  836,  766,  364r^  of 
the  same  Code.  He  argued  that  there  was  nothing  in  any  of  those 
sections  to  affect  the  validity  of  this  will,  and  of  the  particular 
provisions  referred  to.  There  was  nothing  in  the  Code  equivalent 
to  the  English  statute  of  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36.  Upon  the  capacity  of 
corporations  to  receive  property  he  also  referred  to  Consolidated 
Statutes  of  Canada,  cc.  71  and  72;  the  Statutes  of  Cancsda, 
23  YicU  c  31,  the  ei^isting  Act  relating  to  joint-stock  companie& 

The  Respondents  rely  upon  the  Edict  of  Louis  XY.  in  1743, 
which  they  say  was  registered  in  Canada  in  the  same  way  as  other 
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Btatates  relating  to  ciyil  rights,  and  had  been  recently  decided  in       J.  a 
the  case  of  Ohaud%ir$  CMd  Mining  Company  y.  DeAaraU  (1)  to       1874 
to  be  still  in  force  in  Canada.    With  regard  to  that  the  edict     ajuott 
does  not  affect  to  limit  the  power  of  taking,  bat  only  the  power 
of  giving.    Moreover  the  edict  is  included  in  the  provisions  of 
the  2613th  clause  of  the  OivU  Code  of  Canada^  which  repeals  all 
laws  expressly  or  impliedly  inconsistent  with  it.    And  further, 
the  case  of  Chaudiere  Odd  Mining  Company  r.  DeAarats  was 
decided,  not  with  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  edict,  bat  with 
reference  to  sect.  336  of  the  Canada  CivU  Code  (2). 

With  regard  to  the  old  French  law  before  the  Ordinance  of 
1743-1749,  Baequel,  p.  366,  lays  it  down  as  follows:  ''  Ausei  pour 
manme  et  vrai  fondement  du  droU,  U  est  hesoin  de  tenir  pour  eer^ 
torn,  ferme  et  stable,  que  par  lee  aneiennee  ordonnances,  loie  el  statute 
du  Royaume,  de  tout  temps  invioUMement  gardis  en  icdui,  H  est 
difendu  a  gens  d^Sglise,  eommunautis  et  autree  gene  de  main-morte 
iaequMTf  tenir  etpoesider  aueuna  Mritagee,  etc.,  dedans  le  Boyaume, 
iam  permission^  congS  on  lieenee  dee  Bois  de  France.*"  And  Pothier 
{de»  Personnee),  p.  633,  explains  what  is  meant  by  the  **  difense 
tacquerir^  the  very  words  used  in  Art  366  of  the  Code :  '*Avani 
fidit  de  1749,  lee  eommimautee  n'itaieni  point  absolument  tn- 
eapahlee  d^aequSrir  dee  hiritages,  ellee  aequSraient  valablem^ni, 
sauf  a  pouvoir  Stre,  eomme  nous  Tavone  vu,  contraintee  a  vider 
leurs  mains  dans  un  certain  temps  de  ce  qu'eUes  avait  acquis. 
Citaii  pliUSt  la  facuUi  de  retenir  qui  leur  manquait,  que  lafacvJU 
^aequMr.** 

He  also  cited  Pothier^  Traite  dee  Personnes,  sect.  7,  No.  1; 
Bieard,  dee  Donations,  No.  599;  1  Bicard,  Nos.  829  and  830,  No. 
613;  1  Furgole  dee  Testamens,  ch.  4,  sect.  1,  No.  37. 

Art  836  of  the  Canada  CivU  Code  enables  corporations  to  re- 
ceive property  which  under  the  edict  they  could  not  take.  Both 
the  Code  and  the  Edict,  although  inconsistent  with  each  other, 
apply  both  to  the  corporations  existing  at  the  dates  of  their 
respective  enactments,  and  also  to  corporations  thereafter  to  be 
established.  [Sir  Montague  E.  Smith  : — Who  will  take  on  failure 
of  the  capacity  of  the  corporation  to  take  ?]     The  heirs  of  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  P.  C.  277.  (2)  Law  Bep.  6  P.  C.  294. 
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J.  0.      testator.    [The  Lord  Justicb  Jambs  r-r-Is  there  such  a  thing  as 
1974       a  reettlting  trust  by  the  law  of  Canada  f]    See  Civil  Code,  Arts. 
^^     833,  961,  964. 

••  ^         On  the  10th  of  February,  1763,  Canada  was  ceded  to  the  British 

Crown,  and  the  eflfect  of  the  cession  wa8  to  do  away  with  the 

Edict  of  1743,  a  great  part  of  which  was  applicable  only  under 
French  law  and  procedure.  He  analyzed  the  provisions  of  the 
edict,  and  shewed  that  clausea  3  to  9  imposed  certain  formalities 
to  be  observed  by  those  who  founded  corporations,  that  other  pro- 
visions referred  to  the  old  Council^QenQral,  and  thus  limited  the 
power  of  the  Crown  with  regard  to  issuing  letters  pat^it,  and 
generally  that  the  provisions  of  the  edict  were  inapplicable,  in 
great  part,  to  the  altered  state  of  things  in  Canada  since  the 
cession.  The  Imperial  Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  in  regard  to  wills, 
and  provincial  Act»  41  Geo.  3,  c.  4,  enla?ging  the  testamentary 
power,  are  both  inconsistent  with  the  edicts  suppress  all  mention 
of  it,  and  impliedly  repeal  it  The  articles  of  the  Code»  more- 
over, 353,  358,  566,  and  766,  are  inconsistent  with  the  Ordinance 
of  1743  being  in  force,  at  least  to  the  extent  contended  for  on  the 
other  side.  See  Durocher  v.  BeaiMen  (1).  As  for  Art.  366, 
though  the  terms  of  it,  taken  literally,  do  not.  exclude  the  pos- 
sibility of  the  edict  being  in  force^  the  fair  construction  of  them  is 
that  they  refer  to  the  general  mortmain  laws  which  were  in  force 
before  the  edict  passed.  It  was  a  limitation  on  the  right  to 
hold  rather  than  on  the  right  to  acquire,  which  sect.  866  had 
chiefly  in  view.  He  cited  Des  Bivi^es  v.  Bichardwm  (2) ;  Freligh 
V.  Seymour  (3). 

Mr.  F.  W.  QihbSf  on  the  same  side,  contended  that  the  bequest 
was  for  a  "  lawful  purpose,"  under  Aat.  869  of  the  Civil  Code ;  that 
if  unlawful,  it  was  made  so  by  the  Ordinance  of  1743 ;  that  this 
ordinance  (by  Articles  1  and  2  especially)  was  a  limitation  of  the 
prerogative  of  the  Kings  of  France  as  to  the  creation  of  corpora- 
tions in  Canada,  and  therefore  ceased  to  be  law  on  the  cession  of 
Canada  to  England,  as  such  limitations  could  not  bind  the  English 

(1)  Stuart's  Can.  Rep.  p.  807.  (2)  Stuart's  Can.  Rep.  p.  218. 

(3)  5  Low.  Can.  Rep.  492. 
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Crown ;  that  this  was  shewn  by  constitational  practice,  corpora-        J.  0. 
tions  haying  been  created  since  the  cession  without  the  formalities        I87i 
of  the  ordinance :  (a),  by  letters  patent  of  the  Crown,  e.ff.,  Bishopric     abbotp 
of  QuAee,  ajd.  1793;  I^UVs  Hist,  of  Canada,  vol.  ii.  p.  230;     yj^ 

(b),  by  the  Imperial  Parliament,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  75 ;  and,  (c),  by       • 

namerons  provincial  statutes ;  that  this  was  shewn  also  by  the 

Qiwbee  Act»  14  Geo.  4,  c.  83,  s.  10,  in  relation  to  the  religious 

orders  and  communities :  see  Parliamentary  Papers,  1818-1814,  ^ 

Tol.  xiv.  1 ;  *^  0£5cial  Papers  relating  to  Roman  Catholics  in  several 

States  of  Europe  and  British  Colonic^"  &c.;  that  this  was  the 

view  entertained  at  date  of  cession,  Cuffnei,  Lois  ei  Ordannances, 

1774,  and  that  the  ordinance  was  not  mentioned  by  the  codi-. 

fiers:  Reports,  vol.  i.  p.  229,  c. "  Of  Corporations;"  that  it  followed 

that  its  prohibitions  were  not  parts  of  the  general  laws  of  the 

ooimtry  respecting  mortmains*  intended  in  Art  366,  Kc.  2,  of  the 

CivU  Code;  that  the  bequest  did  not  violate  Art.  366,  No.  2, 

because  it  contemplated  obtaining  the  previous  *'  permission  of  the 

Crown."    For  precedents,  see  58  Geo.  3,  c.  15  (colonial  statute), 

"An  Act  to  establish  a  House  of  Industry  in  the  city  of  Montreal;'* 

and  in  England  the  case  of  Downing  College,  Attomey-Oeneral  v. 

Bowyer  (1) ;  and  that  the  property  vested  in  the  trustees  till  the 

oreation  of,  and  conveyance  to,  the  corporation :  Arts.  869,  964.  ] 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  for  the  Respondents,  contended  that  the 
Edict  of  1743  was  still  in  force,  and  that  the  judgment  of  Mr. 
Justice  Badgley  was  the  first  judgment  in  which  the  contrary  had 
ever  been  held.  The  legacy  in  this  case  was  for  the  establishment 
of  a  corporation,  and  was  therefore  null  and  void  as  a  direct  viola- 
tion of  the  Edict  of  1743.  In  France,  after  several  ordinances  and 
letters  patent  issued  on  this  subject,  Louis  XY.  re-published  in  1749 
an  edict  which,  as  the  preamble  declares,  is  but  a  re-enactment 
of  the  previous  ordinances  relating  to  the  establishment  and  ac- 
quisition of  corporations  or  gens  de  fnainrmorte :  see  Merlin* s  BSper- 
toire,  vo. "  MainMnorte  (gens  de)  ";  CclUeeUon  de  Decisions  by  Denisart, 
p.  581.  Tlie  disputed  provisions  of  this  will  clearly  attempt  to  estab- 
lidi  a  corporation  of  trustees  and  create  a  perpetuity.  [The  Lobd 
JusTiOB  Jakes  :— They  are  drawn  according  to  the  common  form 

(1)  8  Vea.  724. 


112  CASES  IM  TttB  PRIVt  OOUNOIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  c.       for  giving  to  tnistees.    Thej  do  not  make  them  or  attempt  to 
ig74       make  them  a  corporation.]    The  terms  of  the  treaty  of  1763»  by 
Abbott     which  Canada  was  ceded  to  the  British  Crown,  reseryed  to  the 
FbIaxb.     inhabitants  of  the  ceded  provinces  their  old  laws,  and  a  series  of 
^—       proclamations  guaranteed  those  laws.    Then  followed  the  imperial 
Acts  of  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83  (of  which  see  especially  sects.  4  and  8), 
and  33  Geo.  3,  c  31,  and  the  local  Act  of  1801  (41  Geo.  3,  c.  4). 
As  to  the  publication  of  Cugnet,  who  was  said  on  the  other  side  to 
have  published  an  abstract  of  all  the  laws  in  force  in  1774,  and 
who  omitted  the  Edict  of  1743,  there  is,  on  the  other  hand,  a 
publication  in  1803  of  all  the  laws  then  in  force,  and  that  again 
included  the  edict.    The  CivU  Code  does  not^  it  is  true,  refer  to 
the  edict  in  express  terms,  but  it  refers  to  Pothier,  who  deals  with 
the  Edict  of  1749,  which  was  the  same  for  France  as  the  Edict  of 
1743  was  for  the  colonies :  Pathier*8  TraiU  dee  Personnee,  pt.  i. 
tit.  7,  art  1 ;  2a  Preeeription,  No  275.  The  Courts  have  repeatedly 
decided  that  the  Ordinance  of  1743  was  law,  and  that  its  disposi- 
tions were  in  force :  see  Desrivteres  v.  Biehardson  (1),  a  case  in  which 
a  special  Act  of  the  provincial  Parliament  (41  Geo.  3,  c.  17)  was 
passed,  but  for  the  interposition  of  which  the  edict  would  have 
been  applied.     No  one  suggested  in  that  case  that  the  edict 
was  not  in  force :  see  also  Freligh  v.  Seymour  (2),  in  which  none 
of  the  Judges  treated  the  Edict  as  not  in  force :  KiersJeotvski  v. 
Orand  Trmk  BaUway  Company  of  Canada  (3);  Chaudiere  OcJd 
Mining  Company  y.  DesharaJts  (4),  in  which  the  judgment  refers 
to    the  edict  '^  which  has  never  been  abrogated  or  repealed." 
The  Edict  of  1743  was  the  latest  mortmain  law  passed  before 
the  cession ;  its  repeal  was  never  effected ;  if  it  had  been,  the 
other  mortmain  laws  would  have  gone  too,  and  there  would  be 
no  mortmain  laws  in  existence  in  Canada.    There  was  nothing 
in  the  later  laws  repugnant  to  the  edict,  and  nothing  in  the  Acts 
of  1774  and  1801  against  this  proposition,  that  if  a  will  establishes 
a  mortmain  it  is  bad.     Moreover  the  Civil  Law  knows  nothing  of 
English  trusts,  and  there  is  no  machinery  in  Canada  for  carrying 

(1)  Stuart's  Can.  Bep.  p.  218.  (3)  4  Low.  Can.  Jar.  p.  86 ;  and  am 

(S)  5  Low.  Oan.  Rep.  p.  492.  also  8  Low.  Can.  Rep.  p.  8. 

(4)  16  Low.  Can.  Jar.  p.  54;  see  also  Law  Rep.  6  P.  C.  277. 
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out  the  execution  of  trosts.    Throughout  the  Code  there  is  no       J.  0. 
reference  to  the  words  '^  trust "  and  '*  trustee  "  in  their  technical        1874 
meaning.    There  is  a  vital  distinction  between  the  French  and     Abbott 
English  texts.    The  word  '*  trustee  "  is  simply  used  in  the  English 
text  because  the  translator  had  no  other  word  to  correspond  to 
the  Frendi  word.    See  Article  964,  where  *' trustee"  is  used,  mean- 
ing  nothing  but  a  sub-executor.    Trusts  cannot  be  introduced  into 
Canada  without  violating  the  spirit  and  substance  of  the  arrange- 
ment made  in  1763.    Here  the  gift  is  to  the  Fraser  InsUtvie^  which 
is  non-existent.    It  cannot  be  a  case  of  sub9titutiony  for  there  is 
no  institute.    Arts.  838,  925,  929,  944  of  the  CivU  Code. 

With  r^ard  to  the  disability  of  corporations  under  the  Oode, 
that  enactment  was  only  intended  to  apply  to  existing  corporations. 
New  corporations  could  not  be  called  into  existence  without  the 
assent  of  the  law-giver.  He  contended,  therefore,  that  the  bequest, 
haying  been  made  to  the  Appellants  for  the  purpose  of  forming 
a  corporation,  was  illegal  and  void.  The  powers  of  creating  cor- 
porations for  the  purpose  of  free  libraries  given  by  the  Consolidated 
Statutes  of  Lower  Canada^  do  not  affect  the  provisions  of  the  Edict 
of  1743,  or  give  to  testators  any  powers  not  previously  possessed 
by  them  of  disposing  of  their  property  in  favour  of  free  libraries. 
Even  if  the  testator's  intention  to  form  the  FrciAer  Institute  corpo- 
ration could  be  carried  out  by  a  perpetual  succession  of  trustees, 
SQch  trustees  would  be  within  the  provisions  of  the  edict  and  the 
law  with  regard  to  mortmain.  , 

Mr.  JET.  M.  BompaSp  on  the  same  side,  contended  that  the  nature 
of  trusts  was  foreign  to  the  law  prevailing  in  Canada,  According 
to  the  principles  of  the  civil  law,  first,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  an 
"  estate.''  [Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  : — ^That  does  not  necessarily 
exdude  the  notion  of  a  trust].  Secondly,  whereas  under  English  law 
there  are  heirs  to  take  realty  and  executors  or  administrators  to  take 
personalty,  the  Civil  Law  gives  no  title  to  the  executors  and  makes 
no  distinction  between  realty  and  personalty.  The  right  which 
executors  take  under  the  Civil  Law  is  to  interfere  with  the  owners 
in  order  to  administer  the  assets ;  until  a  curator  was  appointed 
the  heir  had  seisin,  and  the  executor  a  customary  right  to  deal 
with  the  property  in  order  to  carry  out  the  directions  of  the  will ; 

YouVI.  3  I 
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J.O.  thirdly,  no  means  exist  for  the  creation  of  a  perpetual  succession 
1874  of  trustees.  He  referred  to  Arts.  869  and  891  of  the  (HvU  Code 
Abboxt  of  Canada,  and  BicarcPs  Substitutions,  vol.  ii.,  pt  i.,  753.  Per- 
petuities in  Enghmd  were  created  either  by  means  of  corix>ration8 
or  by  using  the  machinery  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  aid  of 
charitable  purposes.  By  the  law  of  France  no  perpetual  succes- 
sion can  be  created  except  by  the  will  of  the  sovereign.  See 
MerlMs  B^^ertaire,  vo.  ^  Maifhtnorte.*'  He  referred  also  to  Demo- 
lambe,  book  m.,  tit  2,  Fart  L,  Nos.  610,  611,  612. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  Canadian  Statute, 
58  Geo.  3,  c.  15,  as  strong  legislative  authority  to  shew  that  this 
will  is  good.  He  cited  Meikle  John  v.  Attomey-Oeneral  of  Lower 
Oa/nada  (1),  and  also  the  case  of  Downing  CoUege,  Attorney-Oe" 
nerdl  v.  Boioyer  (2). 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  :— 

The  questions  in  this  appeal  relate  to  the  validity  of  a  devise 
in  the  will  of  Mr.  Hugh  Fraser,  a  merchant  of  Montreal,  by  which 
he  devoted  the  bulk  of  his  property,  moveable  and  immoveable, 
to  the  purpose  of  establishing  at  Montreal  an  institution, ''  to  be 
called  'The  Fraser  Institute,'  to  be  composed  of  a  free  public 
library,  museum,  and  gallery.** 

The  will  bears  date  the  23rd  of  April,  1870,  and  Mr.  Fraser 
died  on  the  15th  of  May  in  that  year. 

The  devise  in  question  is  in  the  following  terms : — 

*^  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  whole  of  the  rest  and  residue 
of  my  estate,  real  and  personal,  moveable  and  immoveable,  of 
every  nature  and  kind  whatsoever,  to  the  said  Hon.  John  J.  C. 
Ahbott,  and  to  the  said  Hon.  Frederick  Torrance,  hereby  creating 
them  my  universal  residuary  fiduciary  legatees;  and  it  is  my 
will  and  desire  thatHhey  do  hold  the  same  in  trust  for  the  fol- 
lowing intents  and  purposes,  namely,  to  establish  at  Montreal  in 
Canada,  an  institution  to  be  called  '  the  Frae»r  Institute/  to  be 
composed  of  a  free  public  library,  museum,  and  gallery,  to  be 

(1)  Stuart's  Can.  Bep.  p.  581  j  2  Knapp,  328.  (2)  3  Ves.  724. 
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open  to  all  honest  and  respectable  persons  whomsoeyer,  of  every  J.  o.  . 
rank  in  life,  without  distinction,  without  fee  or  reward  of  any  kind,  1874 
but  subject  to  such  wholesome  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  abbott 
made  by  the  goyeming  body  thereof  from  time  to  time,  for  the 
preservation  of  the  books  and  other  matters  and  articles  therein, 
and  for  the  maintenance  of  order ;  and  for  that  purpose  to  procure 
such  charter  or  act  of  incorporation  as  my  said  trustees  may  deem 
appropriate  to  the  purpose  intended  by  me,  namely,  to  the  diffu- 
sion of  useful  knowledge,  by  affording  free  access  to  all  desiring 
it  to  books,  to  scientific  objects  and  subjects,  and  to  works  of  art ; 
and  to  the  procuring  such  books  subjects  and  objects,  as  far  as 
the  revenue  of  my  estate  will  serve,  after  acquiring  the  requisite 
property  and  erecting  appropriate  buildings,  and  after  paying  ex- 
penses of  management,  making  always  the  acquisition  and  main- 
tenance of  a  library  the  leading  object  to  be  kept  in  view.  And 
it  is  my  desire  that  three  persons  should  be  named  by  my  said 
trustees  to  compose  with  them  the  first  board  of  governors  of  the 
l^raser  InstiiuUf  which  it  is  my  desire  shall  always  be  composed 
of  five  persons,  professing  some  form  of  the  Protestant  faith,  with 
power  to  them  to  supply  any  vacancy  caused  by  death  or  resigna- 
tion, or  by  crime  or  offence,  the  conviction  whereof  shall  vacate 
the  tenure  of  ofiice  of  the  offender.  And  it  is  further  my  will 
and  desire  that  my  friend  the  Hon.  John  J.  0.  Ahhott  shall  be 
the  first  president  of  the  Frasei*  InstitiUe,  and  shall  retain  that 
position  during  his  life.  And  so  soon  as  the  requisite  charter  shall 
have  been  obtained,  containing  all  the  powers  necessary  to  carry 
out  my  design  herein  contained,  I  desire  that  the  residue  of  my 
estate  and  effects,  after  deduction  of  the  expenses  of  the  manage- 
ment thereof,  shall  be  forthwith  conveyed  over  to  the  corporation, 
to  be  thereby  formed,  to  be  called  the  ^  Fraser  Institute^  for  the 
purposes  herein  declared.  In  order  to  prevent  any  difficulty  arising 
in  the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the  trust  hereby  created,  it  is 
my  will  and  desire  that  Mr.  Abbott,  as  the  senior  trustee,  shdU 
have  a  second  or  decisive  voice,  in  the  event  of  any  difference  of 
opinion  between  him  and  his  co-trustee ;  and  in  the  event  of  a 
vacancy  occurring  in  the  said  trust  from  any  cause  whatever, 
whereby  the  number  of  trustees  is  reduced  from  time  to  time  to  one, 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  other,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized  to 

8  12 


V, 

Fjussb. 


116  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  E. 

J.  0.  name  a  trustee  to  fill  the  vacancy  so  occurring,  by  a  notarial 
1874  instrument  to  that  effect,  and  thereafter  the  senior  trustee  shall 
Abbott  T^^yq  a  second  or  decisive  casting  vote,  in  case  of  difference  of 
opinion.  And  I  hereby  confer  upon  my  executors  hereinbefore 
named  full  power  to  settle  and  adjust  all  matters  connected  with 
my  moveable  property,  and  upon  my  trustees  hereinbefore  named 
power  to  sell  and  realize  such  of  my  estate  and  effects  as  they 
shall  deem  expedient,  to  acquire  property  wherein  to  construct 
suitable  buildings,  and  to  construct  such  buildings,  and  to  proceed 
in  all  respects  with  all  diligence  in  the  carrying  out  of  my  desires 
hereinbefore  expressed,  up  to  such  time  as  the  property  and  estate 
hereby  devised  to  them  shall  be  conveyed  over  to  the  Fraser 
InstUvie.  I  desire  that  the  term  of  office  of  my  executors  be 
continued  beyond  the  term  limited  by  law,  and  until  the  duties 
hereby  imposed  upon  them  in  the  payment  of  special  legacies  be 
completed." 

The  suit  which  gives  occasion  to  this  appeal  was  brought  by  the 
Bespondents,  as  the  heirs  and  representatives  of  the  testator,  to 
set  aside  the  above  bequest  The  Judge  of.  the  Superior  Court, 
Mr.  Justice  Beavdry,  dismissed  the  suit,  but  his  decree  was  by  a 
majority  of  three  Judges  to  two,  reversed  on  appeal  by  the  Court 
ojT  Queen's  Bench. 

The  principal  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  gift,  relied  on  at 
the  bar,  were  : —  , 

1.  That  dispositions  by  will  made  to  found  a  corporation  were 
prohibited  by  law,  and  the  whole  devise,  therefore,  failed.  In 
support  of  this  objection,  the  2nd  article  of  an  edict  of  Louis  XV,, 
published  in  1743,  which,  it  was  contended,  had  still  the  force  of 
positive  law,  was  relied  on. 

2.  That  if  this  were  not  so,  the  devise  of  the  immoveable  pro- 
perty was  void,  as  being  a  gift  in  mortmain. 

8.  That  the  gift  was  to  a  society  of  persons,  the  Fraser  InaUttOe^ 
and  that  the  society  not  being  in  existence  at  the  death  of  tho 
testator,  the  whole  gift  failed. 

The  OivU  Code  (which  was  promulgated  before  the  date  of 
Mr.  Fraser's  will)  is  the  primary  source  [from  which  the  law  of 
Lower  Canada  is  now  to  be  drawn.    When  this  Code  contains 
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rales  on  any  given  subject  complete  in  themselyes^  they  alone  are       J.  0. 
binding,  and  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  pre-existing  laws  on  the       1874 
subject,  which  can  then  be  properly  referred  to  only  to  elucidate,     abboit 
in  cases  of  doubtful  construction,  the  language  of  the  Code.    On 
the  other  hand,  when  the  Code  refers  to  existing  laws,  not  formu- 
lated in  its  articles,  or  in  so  far  as  on  any  subject  it  is  silent, 
inquiry  is  permissible  into  the  old  law,  and  it  will  in  many  cases 
become  a  question  of  construction  what  and  how  much  of  that 
law  lemains  in  force,  or  is  abrogated  as  being  contrary  to  or  in- 
conoBtent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Code.    (See  Article  2613.) 

The  general  power  of  testamentary  disposition  is  found  in 
Article  831  of  the  Code. 

''Every  person  of  full  age,  of  sound  intellect^  and  capable  of 
alienating  his  property,  may  dispose  of  it  freely  by  will,  without 
distinction  as  to  its  origin  or  nature,  either  in  favour  of  his  consort 
or  of  one  or  more  of  his  children,  or  of  any  other  person  capable  of 
acquiring  and  possessing,  and  without  reserve,  restriction,  or  limi- 
tation, saving  the  prohibitions,  restrictions,  and  causes  of  nullity 
mentioned  in  this  Code,  and  all  dispositions  and  conditions  contrary 
to  public  order  or  good  morals." 

The  restriction  mentioned  in  the  Code  relating  to  corporations 
is  contained  in  Article  836. 

"  Corporations  and  persons  in  mortmain  can  only  receive  by  will 
Buch  property  as  they  may  legally  possess." 

The  capacity  of  persons  to  acquire  by  testamentary  disposition 
is  subsequently  defined  in  a  series  of  articles  under  the  head, 
**  Of  the  capacity  to  receive  and  give  by  will."  (Title  2,  ch.  3, 
sect  1.) 

The  Code  appears  to  embody  the  legislation,  having  for  its 
object  the  freedom  of  testamentary  disposition,  which  was  con- 
tained in  the  Quebec  Act,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  and  the  Provincial 
Statute  41  Geo.  3,  c.  4.  It  was  held  by  this  tribunal  in  a  late 
case  {Kinff  v.  TtmstaU  and  Others  (1)),  that  the  combined  eiBfect  of 
these  statutes  was  to  abn^ate  the  old  law  which  prohibited  gifts 
by  will  to  adulterine  children. 
Art.  869  was  also   strongly  relied  on  by  the  Appellants,  as 

(1)  See  anfe,  p,  5?. 
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J.  0.       being  specially  designed  to  meet  such  a  bequest  as  the  present   It 
1874       is  as  follows : — 

Abbott   j     '^  A  testator  may  name  legatees,  who  shall  be  merely  fiduciary  or 
5^^      simply  trustees  for  charitable  or  other  lawful  purposes  within  the 

limits  permitted  by  law.    He  may  also  deliver  over  his  property 

for  the  same  objects  to  his  testamentary  executors,  or  effect  such 
purposes  by  means  of  charges  imposed  upon  his  heirs  or  legatees." 

It  could  not  be  denied  that  the  establishment  of  a  public 
museum^  library,  and  gallery,  was  in  itself,  and  apart  from  the 
manner  of  [its  foundation,  ''  a  lawful  purpose."  But  it  was  con- 
tended for  the  Bespondents  that,  as  the  disposition  of  the  property 
in  favour  of  the  institution  was  ultimately  to  be  carried  into  effect 
by  means  of  a  corporation  to  be  thereafter  created,  the  purpose 
to  be  thus  carried  into  effect  was  not  **  within  the  limits  pennitted 
by  the  law." 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  testator  does  not  attempt  to  create 
or  found  a  corporation,  but  having  devised  his  property  to  trustees 
to  establish  the  institute,  directs  them  to  procure  for  that  pur- 
pose legal  incorporation  by  means  of  a  charter  or  an  Act  of 
Parliament. 

Now  there  is  no  express  prohibition  to  be  found  in  any  article 
of  the  Code  against  such  a  testamentary  disposition;  although 
there  are  express  provisions  defining  the  restrictions  and  disabili- 
ties to  which  corporations  are  subject  with  regard  to  acquiring  and 
holding  immoveable  property. 

Thus  Art.  836,  already  cited,  which  is  found  in  the  chapter 
on  wills,  allows  corporations  to  receive  by  will  only  such  property 
as  they  may  legally  possess. 

Then,  under  the  head  of  '*  Disabilities  of  Corporations^"  is — 

*'  Art.  366.    The  disabilities  arising  from  the  law  are — 

*^  1.  Those  which  are  imposed  on  each  corporation  by  its  title, 
or  by  any  law  applicable  to  the  class  to  which  such  corporation 
belongs. 

"  2.  Those  comprised  in  the  general  laws  of  the  country  respect- 
ing mortmains  and  bodies  corporate,  prohibiting  them  from 
acquiring  immoveable  property  or  property  so  reputed,  without 
the  permission  of  the  Crown,  except  for  certain  purposes  only,  and 
to  a  fixed  amount  and  value. 


Abbott 

V. 
F&ABD. 


VOL.  VL]  CASES  IN  THE  PKIVY  COUNCIL.  119 

"  3.  Those  which  result  from  the  same  ''general  laws  imposing,       J.  a 
for  the  alienation  or  hypothecation  of  immoveable  property  held        1874 
in  mortmain,  or  belonging  to  corporate  bodies,  particular  formali- 
ties, not  required  by  the  common  law." 

The  counsel  for  the  Bespondents,  howeyer,  did  not  rely  on  this 
part  of  the  case  upon  the  provisions  of  the  Code ;  but  insisted,  and 
this  was  their  main  contention,  that  the  second  article  of  the 
King's  Edict  of  1743  was  still  in  force,  and  rendered  the  whole 
devise  null. 

That  article  is  as  follows : — 

"  Defendons  de  /aire  atunmes  dispositions  par  acte  de  demiere 
vcionte  pour  fonder  im  nouvd  StcAlissemeni  de  la  qualite  de  ceux  qui 
9orU  mentionnSs  dans  V Article  precedent,  ou  au  profit  despersonnes 
qui  seraient  chargees  de  former  le  dit  StaMissement,  le  tout  a  peine  de 
niiUite;  ce  qui  sera  observS  quand  meme  la  disposition  seraitfaite  a 
la  charge  d*ohtenir  nos  lettres  patentes.** 
The  establishments  mentioned  in  the  preceding  article  are — 
^  Aucunefondatioh  ounouvel  etailissement  de  maisons  ou  com- 
munauies  rdigieuseSy  hopitaux,  hospices,  congregations,  eonfrSries, 
cdUges,  ou  autres  corps  ou  commu/nautes  ecclesiastiqv>es  ou  laiques.^* 

It  was  contended  that,  notwithstanding  the  statutes  relating  to 
wills  already  referred  to  and  the  Code,  this  edict  was  still  the 
governing  law  upon  the  subjects  to  which  it  relates,  and  in  support 
of  this  contention,  some  decisions  in  the  Canadian  Courts,  and  the 
case  of  Chaudiere  Gold  Mining  Company  v.  Desharats  and  Others  (1), 
recently  before  this  tribunal,  were  referred  to. 

The  question  in  those  cases,  however,  turned  upon  the  capacity 
of  existing  corporations  to  acquire  and  hold  immoveable  property 
vdthout  the  licence  of  the  Crown.  Art.  10  of  the  edict  pro- 
hibited such  acquisitions  without  the  express  permission  of  the 
king,  signified  in  a  particular  manner,  viz.,  by  his  letters  patent 
registered  in  his  ConseUs  Superieurs  of  the  province.  But  in  their 
Lordships'  view  it  is  not  necessary  to  resort  to  this  article  of  the 
edict  for  the  law  on  the  point  decided  in  the  cases  referre4  to. 
Art.  866  of  the  Code  contains  in  itself  a  distinct  rule  on  the 
It  no  doubt  refers  to  ^'ihe  general  law  of  the  country 

(1)  See  Law  Rep.  6  P.  0,  277. 
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J.O.        respecting  mortmain  and  bodies  corporate ;"  but  it  at  the  same 

1874       time  interprets  that  law  by  the  following  words :  Prohibiting  them 

Abboit     f^om  acquiring    immoveable  property,  or  property  so  reputed* 

^^^^      without  the  permission  of  the  Crown/*    This  general  law  may 

have  been  originally  founded  on  the  tenth  article  of  the  edict,  but 

the  law  is  now  virtually  contained  in  the  Code  itself,  into  which 
the  article  of  the  edict  has  been  transferred. 

In  the  case  of  the  Chatidiere  Gold  Mining  Company  v.  Des- 
barais  (1),  indeed,  the  counsel  on  both  sides  argued  on  the  assump- 
tion that  Art  X.  of  the  edict  was  still  in  force.  But  their 
Lordships  were  then  much  disposed  to  take  the  view  that  the  Code 
was,  on  the  question  then  under  discussion,  declaratory  of  the  law. 
It  is  said  in  the  judgment : — 

"  Their  Lordships,  however,  cannot  consider  it  to  be  their  duty 
at  this  day  to  construe  the  edict  as  alone  containing  the  law  of 
Canada  on  the  subject  of  mortmain,  because  a  legislative  declara- 
tion of  that  law  is,  in  their  opinion,  contained  in  the  Code,  which 
is  free  from  ambiguity." 

It  is  true  that  Arts.  I.  and  II.  of  the  edict  are  not  m  like 
manner  reproduced  in  the  Code ;  but  the  question  arises  whether, 
even  if  they  survived  the  cession  of  the  province  to  the  English 
Crown,  they  continue  to  have,  since  the  Statutes  on  Wills  [above 
referred  to  and  the  Code,  the  force  of  law. 

It  is  open  to  considerable  doubt,  whether  the  first  nine  articles  of 
the  edict,  which  all  relate  to  the  foundation  of  corporations, 
retained  the  force  of  law  after  this  cession ;  first,  because  the  forms 
and  regulations  they  prescribed  then  became  out  of  place;  and, 
secondly,  for  the  substantial  reason  that  the  articles,  which  had 
for  their  object  to  put  fetters  on  the  king's  own  power,  could  not, 
it  may  fairly  be  contended,  be  of  force  to  control  the  sovereign 
will  of  the  English  Crown,  whose  prerogative  it  would  be,  after  the 
cession,  to  establish  corporations.  And  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
no  instance  has  been  shewn  where,  since  the  cession,  the  law  of 
these  articles  has  been  put  in  force. 

But  however  this  may  be,  their  Lordships  cannot  but  think  that 
the  second  article  of  the  edict  is  abrogated  by  the  Code,  aa  being 
contrary  to  or  inconsistent  with  its  provisions. 
(1)  See  Law  Rep.  6  P.  C.  277. 
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The  free  testamentary  power  of  disposition  in  Art.  831  is  given  J.  C. 
^saying  the  prohibitions,  restrictions,  and  causes  of  nullity  men-  is74 
timed  in  this  Code"  Araorr 

It  has  already  been  obseryed  that  no  restriction  directed  against 
SQch  bequests  as  the  present  is  to  be  found  in  the  Code,  unless 
the  prohibitions  relating  to  gifts  of  immoveable  property  in  mort- 
main (to  be  hereafter  considered)  can  be  held  to  apply  to  them. 
There  is  no  such  restriction  with  regard  to  moveable  property. 

Agdn,  the  introduction  of  the  prohibitions  with  respect  to  im- 
moveable property  leads  to  the  implication  that  no  other  restric- 
tions relating  to  gifts  to  corporations,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
founding  them,  beyond  those  expressly  mentioned,  were  intended 
to  be  imposed  or  retained. 

It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  if  the  provision  of  the  edict  in 
qnestion  was  really  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  Code,  and  it  was 
intended  to  preserve  it,  that  the  Code  in  dealing,  as  it  does  fully, 
with  testamentary  dispositions,  and  in  a  series  of  articles  under  a 
distinct  head  with  ^'  the  capacity  to  receive  and  give  by  will "  (see 
title  2,  ch.  3,  s.  1),  should  have  omitted  all  mention  of  it.  Their 
Lordships,  therefore,  think  they  cannot  treat  the  second  article  of 
the  edict  as  a  part  of  the  existing  law  of  the  province  relating  to 
wills,  and  if  this  be  so,  th^re  is  nothing  in  that  law,  so  far  as  the 
objection  now  under  consideration  is  concerned,  to  affect  the 
validity  of  the  bequest  of  the  moveable  property. 

But  it  is  contended,  secondly,  that  as  regards  the  immoveable 
property  the  devise  falls  within  the  direct*  prohibition  contained 
in  Arts.  366  and  836  of  the  Code.  Art.  366  is  limited  by  its 
terms  to  the  acquisition  of  immoveable  property  only;  and 
Art  836  must  be  limited  by  construction  to  such  property.  It 
is  to  be  observed  that  Art.  836  appears  to  be  founded  on  ch.  34, 
Beet  3,  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada^  which  section 
embodied  the  provision  of  41  Geo.  3,  ch.  4,  s.  1. 

Both  articles  relate  to  gifts  to  corporations  already  formed.  And 
the  question  is,  whether  a  devise  like  the  present,  by  which  the 
property  is  given  to  fiduciaries,  and  is  to  pass  from  them  to  a  cor- 
poration only  in  the  event  of  its  being  lawfully  created  with  per- 
inission  to  possess  it,  is  within  their  scope.  The  devise  in  this 
case  is  to  trustees  for  the  primary  purpose  of  establibhing  an 


Fbasbb. 
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J.  a       institate,  and  for  effecting  that  purpose  they  are  to  obtain  a 
ia74        charter  or  act  of  incorporation. 

j^BBoiT  It  is  said  that  this  is^  in  effect,  devising  indirectly  lands  to  a 
corporation,  having  no  licence  from  the  Crown  or  other  legal 
power  to  hold  them.  But  is  this  really  the  case  ?  The  devise  is, 
in  the  first  instance,  to  the  trostees,  and  under  it  they  are  em- 
powered, at  least  for  a  time,  to  hold  and  administer  the  property 
for  the  purpose  of  the  trust,  and  until,  in  farther  execution  of  the 
trust,  a  corporation  is  created  with  authority  to  administer  it.  If 
a  corporation  with  power  to  hold  the  property  should  be  granted, 
the  acquisition  of  it  by  such  corporation  would,  before  it  vested,  be 
sanctioned  by  law :  whilst  if  it  were  not  created,  there  could  be  no 
infraction  of  the  law  against  holding  in  mortmain. 

Apart,  therefore,  from  the  second  article  of  the  edict,  there 
would  seem  to  be  nothing  in  principle  or  in  positive  law  to  render 
such  a  gift  as  the  present  illegal  as  a  gift  in  mortmain.  The 
direction  to  the  trustees  to  procure  a  charter  or  act  to  incorporate 
a  body  empowe^'ed  to  hold  the  property  and  carry  into  effect  the 
objects  of  tbe  gift^  necessarily  implies  a  condition  to  be  fulfilled 
previously  to  the  vesting  of  the  property ;  and  the  permission  of 
the  Crown  to  hold  the  lands  would  of  necessity  precede  their 
acquisition  by  tbe  Corporation,  and  render  it  lawful. 

Commentators  of  high  authority  on  French  law  have  treated 
such  dispositions,  apart  from  the  Edict,  as  clearly  good,  and 
numerous  passages  from  their  treatises  to  this  effect  are  collected 
in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Badgley.  It  is  siifficient  to  cite 
one :  Bicard,  "  TraiU  des  Donations^'  No.  613,  says : — 

"  Lorsque  les  donations  et  legs  sont  fails  pour  T6tahlissemeni  Hun 
monastere,  on  ne  pourraii  pas  opposer  le  defavJt  des  lettres  patentes  ; 
ce  qui  est  juste,  parce  qvs  ces  sortes  de  dispositions  sont  prSsumees  faites 
sous  condition,  et  powr  avoir  lieu,  au  cos  qu*il  plaise  au  Roi  d^agreer 
retablissement** 

The  same  doctrine  was  sanctioned,  and  the  grounds  on  which  it 
rests  were  fully  expounded  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Downing 
College,  which  in  its  circumstances  bore  some  analogy  to  the  pre- 
sent :  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Boyer  (1). 

(1)  3  Ves.  724. 
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What  the  position  of  the  "trnstees  would  be  in  case  they  failed       J.  OL 
to  obtain  a  charter  or  act  of  incorporation,  was  the  subject  of  some       1874 
discussion  at  the  Bar.    If  consistently  with  the  intention  of  the     ABBorr 
testator  they  could  carry  into  effect  the  purpose  of  the  devise,     fbIbhr. 
and  establish  and  perpetuate  the  institute  by  means  of  a  perpetual       *""* 
snecession  of  trustees,  which  their  Lordships  are  not  satisfied  could 
be  done  by  the  law  of  Canada,  it  might  be  a  question  whether  in 
such  ease  the  trustees  would  not  be  "ffens  de  main-morte^  and 
the  devise,  therefore,  of  the  immoveable  property  oft  initio  void  by 
virtue  of  Art  836  of  the  Code.    In  that  case  Art.  869  might 
not  avail  to  protect  the  devise.    It  is  true  that  by  this  article  a 
testator  is  empowered  to  appoint  fiduciary  legatees  for  charitable 
or  other  lawful  purposes,  but  only  ^*  within  the  limits  [permitted 
by  law."    Now  the  Code  undoubtedly  prohibits  the  devise  of  im- 
nioveables  in  mortmain,  and  if  the  will  had  created  trustees  with 
power  of  perpetual  succession,  it  might,  as  already  observed,  have 
been  questionable  whether  the  devise  of  the  lands  to  such  trustees 
would  not  have  infringed  this  prohibition,  and  be,  therefore,  beyond 
the  limits  permitted  by  law. 

But  their  Lordships  think  that  this  is  not  the  character  of  the 
devise.  It  appears  to  them  that  the  devise  to  the  trustees  was 
meant  to  be  limited  and  transitory,  the  property  remaining  in 
them  only  until  they  could  execute  the  ultimate  purpose  of  the 
devise.  It  is  true  the  primary  trust  is  to  establish  the  institute, 
but  it  is  a  cardinal  part  of  the  trtist  that,  ^^  for  that  purpose  " 
the  trustees  are  to  procure  a  charter  or  act  of  incorporation,  and  as 
soon  as  it  shall  have  been  obtained,  they  are  directed  to  convey 
the  property  to  the  corporation.  There  is  no  direction  to  convey 
to  new  trustees.  The  trustees  are,  indeed,  empowered  to  sell  such 
of  the  property  as  they  deem  expedient,  to  acquire  property  and 
to  construct  buildings,  and  to  proceed  to  carry  out  the  testator's 
designs,  but  only  '*  up  to  sucb  time  as  the  property  hereby  devised 
to  them  shall  be  conveyed  over  to  the  Fraser  InstUideJ" 
»  Art  964  of  the  Code  provides  for  the  case  of  a  ^'Legatee  who 
is  charged  as  a  mere  trustee  to  administer  the  property  and  to 
employ  it  or  give  it  over  in  accordance  with  the  will,  in  the  event 
of  the  impossibility  of  applying  such  property  to  the  purpose  in- 
tended ;"  and  directs  that,  in  such  a  case  the  property,  unless  the 
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J.  0.       testator  has  manifested  an  intention  that  it  shall  be  retained  bj 

1S74       the  trustee,  shall  pass  to  the  heir.    Their  Lordships  consider  that 

Abbott      ai^  impossibility  to  apply  the  property  in  accordance  with  the  will 

jg^jJI^     would  in  this  case  arise,  if  the  trustees  failed,  after  the  lapse  of  a 

*— *-       reasonable  time,  to  obtain  a  charter  or  act  of  incorporation,  and 

that  in  that  event  the  property  would  pass  to  the  heirs  under  the 

above  article. 

It  was  suggested  that  new  trustees  might  be  appointed  in 
succession  so  long  as  the  execution  of  the  will  should  last  under 
Art  923  of  the  Code,  which  is  as  follows : — 

**  The  testator  may  provide  for  the  replacing  of  testamentary 
executors  and  administrators,  even  successively  and  for  as  long  a 
time  as  the  execution  of  the  will  shall  last,  whether  by  directly 
naming  and  designating  those  who  shall  replace  them  himself,  or 
by  giving  them  power  to  appoint  substitutes,  or  by  indicating  some 
other  mode  to  be  followed,  not  contrary  to  law." 

But  it  was  not  in  this  manner  the  testator  designed  that  the 
purpose  of  his  will  should  be  permanently  carried  into  execution. 
It  is  true  that  he  directs  that  three  persons  to  be  named  by  his 
trustees  should  compose  with  them  the  first  board  of  governors  of 
the  institute,  which  he  desired  should  always  be  composed  of  five 
persons,  and  of  which  Mr.  Alhott  was  to  be  president  for  life,  with 
power  to  them  to  supply  any  vacancy  caused  by  death  or  resigna- 
tion ;  but  this  is  the  scheme  he  provides  for  the  governing  body  of 
the  intended  corporation,  as  is  shewn  by  the  direction  which  im- 
mediately follows  it,  viz., "  that  so  soon  as  the  requisite  charter 
shall  have  been  obtained  containing  all  the  powers  necessary  to 
carry  out  my  designs  herein  contained,"  the  property  should  be 
conveyed  to  the  corporation.  Their  Lordships  having  regard  to 
the  scheme  of  the  will,  cannot  think  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  create,  or  attempt  to  create,  a  board  of  governors  in 
perpetuity  without  the  authority  of  a  charter  or  statute,  and  so 
endanger  his  devise,  at  least  as  regards  the  immoveables,  as  being 
an  unauthorized  gift  in  mortmain. 

The  third  and  remaining  objection  is  that  the  gift  failed,  being  a 
^  gift  to  a  society  not  in  existence  at  the  testator's  death. 

If  the  devise  had  been  to  a  society  or  a  corporation  to  be  after- 
wards called  into  existence  or  created  without  the  interposition  of 
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fiduciary  legatees  or  tmsteeSy  this  objection  might  have  giyen       J.O. 
occasion  to  difficulties  of  great  weight.  1874 

It  was  said  by  the  Court  of  first  instance  in  Dea  Bivieres  v.  BioJi-     Abbott 
ardsonil):—  ^^^ 

"It  may  be  admitted  that,  if  by  a  will  an  immediate  devise  is 
made  to  a  corporation  not  in  existence,  it  will  be  void,  as  there  is 
no  such  corporate  body  to  receive,  and  it  would  be  equally  void 
even  if  the  corporation  were  afterwards  created  without  some  special 
and  express  law  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  general  principle." 

But  it  was  also  said  in  the  same  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeal : — 
''  The  second  ground  of  objection  is  also  untenable,  for  although 
it  is  admitted  that  a  legacy  is  lapsed  {i.e.,  ^eaduque*)  when  left 
to  an  individual,  or  to  a  body  politic  and  corporate,  not  in  ease  ; 
yet  the  principle  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  inasmuch  as  the 
trustees  were  all  alive  when  the  testator  made  his  will,  and  they 
received  the  bequest  for  the  benefit  of  the  Boyal  InstittUian,  as  soon 
as  it  should  please  the  Provincial  Government  to  give  to  airy  nothing 
'a local  habitation  and  a  name."' 

That  case  no  doubt  differed  in  some  of  its  facts  from  the  present, 
as  the  Boyal  In^tiution  had  been,  in  some  sense,  incorporated 
before  the  date  of  the  will;  but  the  principle  is  asserted  in  it  that 
the  intervention  of  trustees  will,  in  some  cases  at  least,  prevent  a 


Their  Lordships  on  this  point,  having  regard  to  Art.  869,  which 
permits  the  appointment  of  fiduciary  legatees  for  charitable  and 
other  lavrful  purposes,  and  to  Art  838,  which,  in  the  case  of 
legacies  suspended  after  the  testator's  death  in  consequence  of  a 
condition  or  substitution,  declares  that  the  capacity  to  receive  is 
to  be  considered  relatively  to  the  time  when  the  right  comes  into 
effect,  are  of  opinion  that  there  has  been  no  lapse  in  this  case,  and 
that  the  trustees  may  carry  the  purpose  of  the  testator  into  effect 
if  and  when  the  corporation  of  the  Fraaer  Institute  is  duly  incor- 
porated. The  transfer  of  the  property  to  the  corporation  is 
directed  to  be  made  by  conveyance  from  the  trustees,  who,  in  then 
making  it,  will  execute  the  lawful  purpose  for  which  the  property 
^™»  entrusted  to  them. 

(1}  Stuart's  Rep.  218. 
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J,  0.  It  is  evident  that  the  charitable  and  lawful  purposes  mentioned 

1874        n  Art.  869  were  not  meant  to  be  confined  to  such  trusts  only 

jijoors     ^  ^^7  ^  created  for  the  benefit  of  some  definite  persons.    The 

FBAffiB      ^®  ^^  ^^  ^^^  "  purposes  "  indicates  that  bequests  may  be  made 

to  uses  for  general  and  indefixiite  recipients  so  long  as  the  purpose 

be  charitable  or  lawful,  and  the  bequest  be  within  the  limits 
permitted  by  law. 

Their  Lordshipsi  for  the  reasons  given,  think  that  the  devise  in 
question  complies  with  these  conditions  and  ought  to  be  sustained ; 
and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  reverse  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  direct  that  the  suit  be 
dismissed.  But,  considering  that  the  law  of  Canada  on  the 
questions  arising  upon  this  will  was  in  an  unsettled  state,  their 
Lordships  think  that  the  heirs  of  the  testator  might  reasonably 
dispute  its  validity,  and  that  the  parties,  therefore,  should  pay 
their  own  costs  of  the  litigation  below  and  of  this  appeaL 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  WUde,  Berger,  Moore^  d; 
wade. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents:  Messrs.  Biichoff,  Bomjfaa,  & 
Bmhoff. 


VOL.  VI.]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  OOUNOIL.  127 


THE  UNION  STEAMSHIP  OOMPANT    .    .    Appellant;         J.  a» 

Ain>  1874 


THE  OWNERS  OF  THE  "ABAC AN'*    .    .    .    Respondents.  ^t»iy  10,11, 

14,24. 
THE  ••AMERICAN'*  AND  THE  "STRIA." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY  OF 
ENGLAND. 

Damage-^Ship  in  tow  0/ Steam  Vessel — Vessd  towed  not  liable  for  the  Negligence 
of  the  toioing  Vessel, 

The  steamBbip  A.  found  at  a  foreign  port  the  iSL,  ascrew  steamship^  totally 
disabled  in  her  machinery ;  both  vessels  belonged  to  the  same  owner.  The 
captain  of  the  ^.,to  protect  his  employers' interest  and  earn  salvage  from  the 
owners  of  the  cargo  of  5.,  took  the  S,  in  tow,  and  towed  her  into  the  English 
Channel^  and  whilst  so  doing  came  into  ooUiaion  with  a  sailing-^hip  close 
hauled  on  the  starboard  tack.  The  damage  done  by  the  X  caused  the  sailing- 
ship  to  sink,  but  before  she  sank  the  S.  ranged  up  alongside  of  her  and  came 
into  contact  with  her.  The  A.  first  saw  the  green  light  of  the  ship  at  a 
distance  of  three  quarters  of  a  mile,  and  then,  instead  of  slackening  speed  or 
starboarding  her  helm,  attempted  to  cross  the  bows  of  the  ship.  The  ship 
saw  at  two  miles'  distance  the  A,  and  8,,  with  a  great  length  of  hawser  between 
them,  and  the  red  lights  of  both,  and  kept  her  course : — 

EeUd,  first,  that  the  A.  was  to  blame  for  the  collision : — 

Held,  also  (revereing  the  decision  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty)  that, 
having  regard  to  the  exceptional  circumstances  under  which  the  towing  was 
undertaken,  the  governing  as  well  as  the  motive  power  being  wholly  with 
the  A.,  the  8.  was  not  Uable  to  be  condenmed  in  damages  occasioned  by  the 
collision.  The  8.  cannot  be  deemed,  in  intendment  of  law,  to  be  one  vessel 
with  the  A,  or  liable  for  her  negligence. 

J%B  CUadon  (1)  distingniihed. 

Appeal  fiom  a  judgment  of  Sir  i2.  PAOZmora  (May  16^  ^ 

Mr.  Mihcardt  Q.C.>  and  Mr.  Oainsfard  Bruoe,  for  the  Appellant 
company,  contended  that  the  decree  appealed  from  ought  to  be 
reversed,  both  as  regards  the  America  and  the  Syria.  In  regard 
to  the  latter  vessel  they  argued  that,  being  under  the  direction  of 
the  Ameriean,  she  was  not  liable  for  her  defftult  (if  any).    The 

*  Present :— Sib  Jaubs  W.  Colvilb,  Sib  Montague  E.  Smith,  and  Sm 

HOBBBT  P.  COLLIBB. 


(1)  14  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  97.  .        (2)  JUw  Rep.  4  A.  &  E.  226. 
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*♦  Abaoaw." 
<<Ahkbioah" 

ANDTHX 

•*  Stria." 


American  and  the  Syria  were,  in  intendment  of  law  as  well  as  in 
fact,  two  separate  ships.  They  cited  The  Christina  (1848)  (1); 
The  Cleadon,  Stevens  t.  Oowrley  (2) ;  The  Arthur  Oordon  and 
The  Independence  (3);  The  Minnehaha  (4);  The  Dvke  of  Jfan- 
chester{b);  The  Express  {Q)i  The  Steamer  Alabama  and  The  &eamr 
iug  Oameeoek  (7) ;  WiUiam  Sprout  v.  A.  Hemmingway  (8) ;  The 
Hector,  Sturgis  y.  Boyer  et  al.  (9) 

Mr.  Butt,  Q.O.,  Mr.  Clark,  and  Mr.  PhiUimore,  for  the  Bespon- 
dents,  argued  that  the  American,  being  a  steamship  within  the 
"~~  meaning  of  the  statutory  rules,  was  bound  to  keep  out  of  the  way 
of  the  sailing-ship.  The  mere  &ct  that  she  had  a  ship  in  tow  did 
not  alter  either  the  right  or  the  duty  under  those  rules.  The  Syria 
was  liable  for  the  default  of  the  American,  even  if  there  were  no 
contributory  negligence  on  her  part.  They  cited  Rolfs  Rule  of  the 
Boad,  and  cases  cited  therein :  The  Emperor  and  The  Zephyr  (10) ; 
The  Gala  v.  The  Zenchia  (11) ;  The  Great  Conquest  and  The  North 
East  y.  The  David  Cannon  (12).  With  regard  to  the  American 
cases,  see  1  Parsons  (1869)  on  the  Law  of  Shipping,  p.  584 ;  The 
Vnity  (13). 

Mr.  Milward,  Q.G.,  in  reply,  referred  to  The  Quickstep  (14) ;  The 
Niagara  and  Elizdbeih  (15) ;  The  Energy  (16) ;  KenPs  Commentaries 
[Ed.  1873],  yol.  iu.,  p.  232,  note  {d) ;  1  Parsoris  Maritime  Law  [Ed. 
1859],  p.  208,  or  [Ed.  1869]  p.  534 ;  Steamboai  New  York  y.  Bea  (17). 

1874  The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  deliyered  by 

Ju^4.       gig  BoBEBT  P.  COLLIKB  :— 

The  American  and  the  Syria  are  two  large  steam  yessels 


(1)  6  Notes  of  Casee,  4;  3  W.  Bob. 
27. 

(2)  14  Moore's  P.  G.  Gases,  93;  1 
Lush.  158. 

(3)  1  Lush.  270. 

(4)  1  Lush.  835. 

(5)  2  W.  Bob.  470. 

(6)  1  Blatchford,  365  (Gircuit  Gourt 
of  the  United  States). 

(7)  1  Benedict,  477  (United  States 
District  Gourt  Beports). 

(8)  31    Pickering's   Massachusetts 
Bep.  1. 


(9)  24    Howard's   Supreme    Court 
Beps.  (U.  S.)  p.  110  ;*  4  Blatchfoni,  199. 

(10)  Holt's  Bule  of  the  Boad,  p.  2i. 

(11)  Ibid.  p.  112. 

(12)  Ibid.  pp.  235,  238. 

(13)  Swabqr's  Admiralty   Bep.   pp. 
101, 102. 

(14)  9  Wallace,  665. 

(15)  Admiralty  Beps.  Lower  Ganada, 
pp.  314,  319. 

(16)  Law  Bep.  3  A.  &  E.  484 

(17)  18  Howard,  223. 
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belonging  to  the  Union  Steam  Naviffotion  Company,  plying  between       J.  0. 
the  Cape  of  Oood  Hope  and  London.  1874 

The  Syria,  on  her  voyage  home^  became  disabled,  through      v^^ 
some  damage  to  her  machinery,  and  put  in  at  Ascension  Island.    ^^^ 
The  captain  of  the  American  also,  on  his  voyage  home,  calling  at         «• 
Ascension,  and  finding  the  Syria  disabled,  determined  to  tow  her      of  thb 
home,  and  attached  her  to  his  ship  by  long  hawsers.    He  entered   "-^^^^• 
the  British  Channel  with  the  Syria  thus  in  tow,  and  was  at  a  dis-  ^  .  '^™    „ 
tanoe  of  about  sixteen  miles  oS  Portland  at  11  p.h.  on  the  8th  of     ahd  the 

March,  1874,  when  the  collision,  the  subject  of  the  suit,  occurred.        ' 

The  American  had  two  white  lights  on  her  foremast,  and  both 
vessels  had  the  usual  red  and  green  lights;  the  night  was 
moderately  clear,  the  wind  W.  or  W.S.W.  The  Ametuxm,  with 
the  Syria  in  tow,  was  steering  east  by  N.  ^  N.,  and  going  at  the 
rate  of  about  five  knots  an  hour. 

The  Aracan  was  a  sailing  ship  of  788  tons  register,  and  was 
gomg  down  the  channel  on  a  voyage  from  Lxmdon  to  Mong  Kong, 
and  was  beating  against  the  wind. 
P  There  were  cross  suits  in  the  Admiralty  Court. 

The  account  of  the  Aracan  is  substantially  this :  that  she  was 
close  hauled  by  the  wind  on  the  starboard  tack,  heading  about 
south,  when  she  saw  "the  white  light"  (she  never  saw  the  two 
white  lights)  "  of  the  American  **  at  a  distance  of  between  four  or 
five  miles ;  that  at  a  distance  of  two  miles  she  made  out  the  red 
lights  of  both  vessels,  and  understood  that  one  was  towing  the 
other ;  that,  acting  under  the  15th  and  18th  Admiralty  Bules,  she 
kept  her  course,  expecting  the  towing  steamer  to  get  out  of  her 
way  by  starboarding  her  helm  and  passing  to  the  stem,  until, 
findmg  a  collision  imminent,  she  ported  her  helm,  as  the  best 
mode  of  lessening  its  force. 

The  case  of  the  American  and  Syria  is,  that  the  captain  of  the 
hmican  saw  the  gre^n  light  of  the  Aracan  first  at  a  distance  of  a 
inile  or  three-quarters  of  a  mile,  although  a  good  look-out  was 
kept.  That,  impeded  as  he  was  by  his  "  tow,"  he  was  unable  to 
starboard  his  helm  sufficiently  to  pass  to  the  stem  of  the  Aracan; 
that  he  could  not  slacken  his  pace,  because  he  would  not  have  had 
Bufficient  steering  way,  and  might  have  run  a  risk  of  fouling  his 
tow  or  the  hawsers,  and  that  nothing  remained  to  him  but  to  port 
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his  heloiy  thereby  giying  the  Araean  ^'  more  room ;"  that  he  did 
this,  and  that  his  ship  went  off  one  point  on  the  port  helm ;  that 
the  Araean  starboarded  her  helm  and  so  caused  the  ooUidon, 
whereas  she  ought  to  have  ported  it»  and  either  turned  round  on 
the  opposite  tack  or  have  passed  under  the  stem  of  the  Syria. 

The  learned  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  found  that  the 
Araean  was  in  no  respect  to  blame,  and  that  the  collision  was 
wholly  caused  by  the  negligent  navigation  of  the  Afneriean.  He 
appears  to  have  found  as  a  fact  there  was  no  negligence  on  tho 
part  of  the  captain  or  crew  of  the  Syria  conducing  to  the  acci- 
dent ;  but  after  hearing  further  argument  on  this  subject,  he  came 
to  the  conclusion  that,  in  point  of  law,  the  Syria  must  be  pro- 
nounced also  to  blame,  on  the  ground  that  she  must  be  taken  to 
have  been,  in  intendment  of  law,  one  vessel  with  the  American. 

The  present  appeal  is  from  this  judgment. 

The  Appellants  have  much  relied  on  the  case  of  The  Independr 
ence,  decided  by  this  Board,  and  reported  in  14  Moore's  Privy 
Council  Cases  (1),  where  a  distinction  is  pointed  out  between  the 
situation  of  a  steamer  unencumbered,  and  of  a  steamer  with  a  ship 
in  tow.    Lord  Kingsdown  there  observes : 

^  A  steamer  unencumbered  is  nearly  independent  of  the  wind. 
She  can  turn  out  of  her  course,  and  turn  into  it  again,  with  little 
difficulty  or  inconvenience.  She  can  slacken  or  increase  her 
speed,  stop  or  reverse  her  engines,  and  can  move  in  one  direction 
or  the  other  with  the  utmost  facility.  She  is,  therefore,  with 
reason,  considered  bound  to  give  way  to  a  sailing-vessel  dose 
hauled,  which  is  less  subject  to  control,  and  less  manageable. 

^  But  a  steamer  with  a  ship  in  tow  is  in  a  very  different  situa- 
tion.  She  is  not  in  anything  like  the  same  degree  the  mistress  of 
her  own  motions ;  she  is  under  the  control  of,  and  has  to  consider 
the  ship  to  which  she  is  attached,  and  of  which,  as  their  Lordships 
observed  in  the  case  of  The  Cleadon  (2),  she  may,  for  many  purposes, 
be  considered  as  a  part^  the  motive  power  being  in  the  steamer, 
and  the  governing  power  in  the  ship  towed.  She  cannot^  by 
stopping  or  reversing  her  engines,  at  once  stop  or  back  the  ship 
which  is  following  her." 

It  is  true  that  this  case  was  decided  before  the  promulgation  of 
(1)  Page  103.  .   (2)  14  Moore's  P.  0.  Gosefi,  97. 
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the  present  regulations  for  preventing  collisions  at  sea,  which  in 
terms  direct  that  where  the  courses  of  two  vessels  involve  risk  of 
collision,  the  steamship  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  sailing- 
ship,  and  that  the  sailing-ship  shall  keep  her  course,  subject  to 
due  regard  to  dangers  of  navigation,  and  to  special  circumstances 
rendering  a  departure  from  the  rule  necessary  in  order  to  avoid 
immediate  danger. 

But  the  rule  of  navigation,  though  formulated,  can  scarcely  be  , 
said  to  have  been  altered  by  the  regulations,  and  the  distinction 
taken  between  the  relations  of  an  encumbered  and  an  unencum- 
bered steamer  is  manifestly  a  just  one,  and  still  applicable.  It 
does  not  go  the  length  of  absolving  altogether  the  encumbered 
steamer  from  obedience  to  the  rules  which  apply  to  all  steamers, 
but  it  necessitates  allowances  being  made  under  the  circumstances 
of  each  case  for  the  comparatively  disabled  condition  of  the 
encumbered  steamer,  and  imposes  upon  the  sailing-ship  approach- 
ing her  the  duty  of  additional  caution.  It  may  be  observed  that, 
in  1863,  an  additional  article  was  promulgated  requiring  the 
towing-steamer  to  exhibit  two  white  lights  instead  of  one,  doubt- 
less for  the  purpose  of  warning  all  approaching  vessels  that  she 
was  encumbered,  and  not  in  all  respects  mistress  of  her  move- 
ments. 

Their  Lordships  have  given  the  benefit  of  all  these  considera- 
tions to  the  American,  but  are  unable  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  was  wrong  in  pronouncing 
her  to  blame.  They  do  not  think  (and  in  this  they  are  confirmed 
by  their  assessors)  that  her  not  seeiug  the  green  light  of  the  ship 
until  the  vessels  were  within  a  mile  or  three-quarters  of  a  mile  of 
each  other,  is  sufficient  to  convict  her  of  negligence  in  not  keeping 
a  sufficient  look-out  But  they  think  that  to  attempt,  with  the 
long  mass  behind  her,  to  cross  the  bows  of  the  ship  was  an 
extremely  hazardous,  and  not  a  necessary  act.  Their  Lordships 
are  of  opinion  that  she  might  have  slackened  speed,  as  it  was  her 
duty  to  do,  even  if  she  could  not  have  starboarded,  and  that  the 
collision  might  then  have  been  avoided. 

The  American  charges  the  Araean  with  starboarding;  she  denies 
it.  There  is  much  conflicting  evidence  on  the  subject,  and  the 
learned  Judge,  who  had  the  advantage  of  seeing  and  hearing  the 
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witnesses,  believes  the  case  of  the  Araean.  ^Their  Lordships, 
though  not  quite  satisfied  on  this  subject,  after  consultation  with 
their  nautical  assessors,  are  not  prepared  to  reverse  this  finding. 

She  saw  at  a  considerable  distance,  according  to  her  account 
two  miles,  two  large  steamers,  one  towing  the  other,  with  a  great 
length  of  hawser  between  them,  and  she  saw  the  red  lights  of  both. 
It  has  been  contended  that  inasmuch  as  she  must  or  should  have 
seen  that  the  leading  steamer  was  not  starboarding  but  was  port- 
ing, or,  if  not,  keeping  on  her  course,  that  she  ought  not  to  haye 
persisted  in  her  endeavour  to  pass  before  the  bows  of  the  steamer, 
but  should  have  ported  her  helm,  stopped  her  course,  and  turned 
round  on  the  other  tack.  Considering,  however,  that  the  Araean 
might  reasonably  have  expected  the  American  to  keep  out  of  hier 
way  by  either  starboarding  her  helm  and  slackening  her  speed, 
and  that  if  the  Araean  had  stopped  with  a  view  to  tacking,  this 
very  manoeuvre  might  have  thrown  her  in  the  way  of  the  Ameri' 
eon  if  the  American  had  starboarded,  their  Lordships  are  unable 
to  pronounce  the  Araean  to  blame  for  keeping  her  course  as  it 
was  her  duty  to  do,  unless  departure  from  it  was  necessitated  by 
special  circumstances  to  avoid  immediate  danger. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the 
American  was  to  blame  for  the  collision. 

The  question  remains  whether  the  Syria,  though  free  from 

blame  in  fact,  must  nevertheless  be  held  to  blame  by  intendment 

of  law.     The  decision  of  the  learned  Judge  upon  this  point 

appears  to  be  based  upon  the  principle  shortly  stated  by  Lord 

Kingsdotvn,  in  the  passage  which  has  been  before  cited  as  that  on 

which  The  Cleadon  (1)  was  decided,  viz.,  that  the  motive  power 

was  in  the  tug,  the  governing  power  in  the  ship  towed.    The 

Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  applying  this  principle  to  the 

present  case,  held  that  the  American  and  the  Syria  constituted 

one  vessel  in  intendment  of  law.    This  is  no  doubt  an  accurate 

representation  of  the  relations  usually  subsisting  in  this. country 

between  the  tug  and  the  tow.    The  tug  is  in  the  service  of  the 

tow,  the  tow  is  answerable  for  the  negligence  of  her  servant,  and 

is  for  some  purposes  identified  with  her.    Some  American  cases 

have  been  cited  which,  though  differently  decided,  illustrate  this 

principle. 

(1)  14  Moore'fl  P.  0.  Cases,  97. 
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It  appears  that,  in  the  large  American  rivers  and  lakes  it  is       J.  C. 
usual  for  a  tug,  which  is  spoken  of  as  a  public  vessel,  to  take  a        1874 
number  of  small  vessels  in  tow,  some  alongside  of  h^,  some      Vmaa 
astern.    She  assigns  to  each  of  these  vessels  its  place,  and  they    ^5ip^ 
are  under  her  direction.    Under  these  circumstances,  the  Ameri-     q_L-^ 
can  Courts  have  held  that  a  vessel  towisd '  is  not  liable  for  the      of  the 
negligence  of  the  tug,  because  the  **  governing  power  '*  is  in  the  "   _^' 
tug,  not  in  her.    The  master  of  the  Ameriean  appears  to  have  w^^j^^^k" 
undertaken  to  tow  the  Syria  under  circumstances  quite  ezcep-    ^f^™> 

tionaL    Their  Lordships  collect  that  he  determined  to  take  home       ' 

the  Syriay  partly  because  he  thought  it  his  duty  to  his  employers, 
who  owned  both  vessels,  partly  with  a  view  to  obtain  salvage  from 
the  owners  of  the  Syria's  cargo  (which  he  succeeded  in  doing). 
There  is  no  evidence  of  his  having  been  hired  by  the  captain  of 
the  Syria,  or  having  acted  in  any  way  under  the  captain  of  the 
Syria's  control.  On  the  contrary,  it  would  appear  that  the 
"  governing  power  "  was  wholly  with  the  American.  Under  these 
circumstances,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  principle  on 
which  The  Cleadon  (1)  was  decided  does  not  apply  to  this  case ;  that 
the  Syria  cannot  be  deemed  in  intendment  of  law  one  vessel  with 
the  American^  or  liable  for  her  negligence.  Nor  do  they  think 
that  the  fact  of  the  Ameriean  and  Syria  belonging  to  the  same 
owners  affects  the  question  whether  or  not  the  Syria  was  to 
blame. 

Their  Lordships  wiD,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that,  in  the  suit  of  the  owners  of  the  Aracan  against  the  owners 
of  the  Ameriean  and  Syria,  the  judgment  be  varied  by  declaring 
that  the  American  alone  was  to  blame ;  that  in  the  suit  of  the 
owners  of  the  Ameriean  and  Syria  against  the  Ara4san  the  judg- 
ment he  afiSrmed.    There  will  be  no  costs  of  these  appeals. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Mr.  Thomas  Cooper. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  ULessrs.  Pritehard  i&  Sons. 

(1)  14  Moore's  P.  C.  Gases,  97. 
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J.0»     EDWIN  BABTON     '• Plaintttf; 

Nov.  7, 14.    JOHN  MUIB .    •    .    Defendant. 

ON  APPEAL  PBOM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  SOUTH 
WALES,    IN  EQUITY. 

New  Souih  Wcdei—Croum  Lands  Alienation  Act,  1861,  ».  IS— Conditional 
Purchaae  by  a  Trustee  not  an  Evasion  of  the  Act, 

In  a  suit  for  a  declaration  that  the  Respondent  was  trustee  for  the  Appel- 
lant of  land  conditionally  purchased  by  the  former  under  the  New  South 
Wales  Crown  Lands  Alienaiion  Act,  1861,  with  the  moneys  of  the  latter,  and 
for  a  consequent  order  for  conveyance  in  accordance  with  a  written  agree- 
ment whereby  the  Respondent  had  bound  himself  to  fulfil  the  statutory 
conditions  of  purchase,  and  thereafter  to  transfer  to  the  Appellant;  the 
Respondent  pleaded  that  such  agreement  was  illegal,  and  contrary  to  the 
spirit  and  policy  of  the  said  Act,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Appellant  was  not 
entitled  to  the  transfer  sought : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court),  that  there  should  be 
a  declaration  that  the  legal  title  of  the  Respondent  as  purchaser  was  held  by 
him  as  trustee  for  tbe  Appellant-,  and  a  direction  that  the  Respondent  do 
proceed  to  complete  the  purchase  according  to  the  terms  thereof,  and  there- 
after to  execute  a  proper  conveyance  to  the  Appellant  The  agreement^ 
admittedly  not  immoral  or  against  public  policy,  is  not  contrary  to  the 
terms  of  the  18th  section  of  the  said  Act,  and  cannot  be  annulled  or  tainted 
with  illegality  on  any  conjectural  view  of  the  policy  of  the  Act. 

X  HE  suit  in  which  this  appeal  arose  was  brought  by  the  Appel- 
j&nt  against  the  Respondent  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  South 
Wales,  and  related  to  the  property  in,  and  the  right  to  have  pos- 
session of,  about  320  acres  of  land  in  the  colony.  The  bill  of 
complaint  stated  that  the  land  ^as  acquired  by  the  Bespondent 
under  the  New  South  Wales  Crown  Lands  Alienation  Ad,  1861, 
with  the  moneys  of  the  Appellant,  and  charged  that  the  Bespon- 
dent was  a  trustee  of  the  land  for  the  Appellant,  and  prayed  that 
the  Bespondent  might  be  decreed  to  transfer  the  land  to  the 
Appellant,  or  to  such  person  as  he  might  direct,  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  Bespondent's  written  agreement,  which  had 
been  duly  registered. 

•  Present  i—^iSL  James  W.  Golvilk,  Sib  Babkvs  Peacqck,  Sm  John  Stuart, 
Sib  Moktagub  £.  Suith,  and  Si^  I^obert  P.  Colliei^, 
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It  appeared  that  in  the  year  1869  the  Appellant  was  desirous  J.  c. 
of  acquiring  the  lands  in  suit  in  fee  as  a  free  selector,  and  that  the        1874 

Sespondent,  who  was  then  the  Appellant's  overseer,  agreed  to  BAaroir 

take  np  the  lands  on  behalf,  and  at  the  expense,  of  the  Appellant.  _*- 

The  agreement  was  as  follows : —  — 

'*  Memorandum  of  agreement  between  John  Muir,  of  Wolgan,  and 
Edwin  Bartony  of  WaUerowangy  made  the  5th  of  August, 
1869. 
"  I,  John  Muir,  do  hereby  acknowledge  to  have  received  from 
JEdmn  Barton  the  sum  of  eighty  pounds,  with  which  money  I 
have  this  day  purchased  for  the  said  Edwin  Barton,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  320  acres  of  land  in  Wolgiany 
adjoining  the  1000  acres  grant  to  the  late  WiUiam  Walker,  which 
320  acres  of  land  are  in  lots  of  40  acres  each.  And  I,  John  Muir, 
do  for  myself,  my  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
hereby  agree  to  fulfil  all  the  conditions  required  by  the  Orovon 
Lands  Alienation  Act  of  1861,  under  which  Act  the  said  320  acres 
of  land  are  conditionally  purchased,  and  at  the  expiration  of 
three  years  from  this  date,  or  at  any  earlier  date,  to  transfer  all 
my  right,  title,  and  interest  in  said  320  acres  to  the  said  Edwin 
Barton,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  &c. ;  the  said  Edwin 
Barton  paying  all  expenses." 

The  Bespondent  made  the  usual  written  application  under  the 
Crown  Lands  Alienation  Act,  1861,  for  the  conditional  purchase  of 
the  said  320  acres  of  land  at  the  price  of  208.  per  acre,  and  he 
was  thereupon  declared  the  purchaser  thereof  at  the  price  named, 
and  paid  the  deposit  of  25  per  cent  of  the  purchase-money  with 
the  sum  of  £80  admitted  by  him  to  have  been  received  for  that 
purpose  from  the  Appellant 

The  Bespondent  fulfilled  all  the  conditions  prescribed  by  the 
Act  with  regard  to  the  conditional  purchase  of  the  said  320  acres  of 
land,  and  he  resided  on  the  land  and  made  improvements  thereon 
as  provided  by  the  Act  He  resided  on  the  land  in  a  hut  erected 
thereon  since  the  said  5th  of  August,  1869,  at  the  cost  of  the 
Appellant,  and  made  improvements  by  laying  out  a  snm  of  £400, 
or  thereabouts,  supplied  by  the  Appellant  for  that  purpose,  in 
fencing  and  otherwise.  The  AppeUai^t  c^lso  paid  to  the  Bespondent 
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J.  0.  wages  for  work  and  labour  performed  and  expended  by  him  on  the 
1874  land  and  elsewhere  while  residing  thereon  to  the  amount  of  about 
£200. 

The  period  of  three  years  mentioned  in  the  memorandnm  of 
agreement  haying  expired,  the  Appellant  requested  the  Bespon- 
dent  to  transfer  to  him  all  his  (the  Bespondent's)  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  the  said  land,  the  Appellant  offering  to  pay  all  expenses 
of  the  transfer.  The  Bespondent,  however,  refused  to  comply 
with  this  request,  and  stated  that  he  would  keep  the  land  for 
himself. 

Previous  to  the  institution  of  the  above-mentioned  suit  the 
Appellant  had  (as  admitted)  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement 
in  every  particular,  and  the  Bespondent  had  done  all  things  neces- 
sary to  complete  his  title  to  the  land,  except  that  he  had  not 
tendered  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  at  the  office  of  the 
Colonial  Treasurer,  nor  made  the  declaration  required  by  the  18th 
section  of  the  Crown  Lands  Alienaium  Act.  The  Bespondent, 
however,  refused  to  transfer  such  title  to  the  Appellant ;  and  sub- 
mitted in  his  defence  to  the  Appellant's  bill  of  complaint  that  the 
said  agreement  was  illegal,  as  being  contrary  to  the  spirit  and 
policy  of  the  Crown  Lands  Alienation  Act  of  1861,  and  that  there- 
fore he  was  not  bound  to  make  the  transfer  to  the  Appellant 

The  material  sections  of  the  Act  are  as  fellows : — 

By  the  13th  section  of  the  said  Crown  Lands  Alienation  Ad 
provision  is  made  for  a  free  selection  (by  way  of  conditional  pur- 
chase) of  blocks,  ranging  from  40  to  320  acres,  at  the  price  of  £1 
per  acre,  of  which  25  per  centum  of  the  purchase-money  is  to  be 
paid  by  way  of  deposits    That  section  is  as  follows : — 

**  Sect.  13.  On  and  from  the  1st  day  of  January,  1862,  Crown 
lands,  other  than  town  lands  or  suburban  lands,  and  not  being 
within  a  proclaimed  gold  field,  nor  under  lease  for  mining  purposes 
to  any  person  other  than  the  applicant  for  purchase,  and  not  being 
within  areas  bounded  by  lines  bearing  north,  east^  south,  and  west, 
and  distant  ten  miles  from  the  outside  boundary  of  any  city  or 
town  containing,  according  to  the  then  last  census,  10,000  inhabit- 
ants, or  five  miles  to  the  outside  boundary  of  any  town  containing, 
according  to  the  then  last  census,  5000  inhabitants,  or  three  miles 
from  the  outside  boundary  of  any  town  containing,  according  to 
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the  then  last  census^  1000  inhabitants,  or  two  miles  from  the  out-       J.  0. 
side  boundary  of  any  town  or  village  containing,  according  to  the        1874 
then  last  census,  100  inhabitants,  and  not  reserved  for  the  site  of     babtos 
any  town  or  village,  or  for  the  supply  of  water,  or  from  sale  for       .^^ 

any  public  purpose,  and  not  containing  improvements,  and  not       

excepted  from  sale  under  sect  7  of  this  Act,  shall  be  offered  for 
conditional  sale  by  selection  in  the  manner  following  (that  is  to 
say)  :•— Any  person  may  upon  any  land  office  day  tender  to  the 
land  agent  for  the  district  a  written  application  for  the  conditional 
purchase  of  any  such  lands,  not  less  than  40  acres,  nor  more  than 
320  acres,  at  the  price  of  208.  per  acre,  and  may  pay  to  such  land 
agent  a  deposit  of  25  per  centum  of  the  purchase-money  thereof. 
And  if  no  other  like  application  and  deposit  for  the  same  land  be 
tendered  at  the  same  time  such  person  shall  be  declared  the  con- 
ditional purchaser  thereof  at  the  price  aforesaid :  Provided,  that 
if  more  than  one  such  application  and  deposit  for  the  same  land, 
or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  tendered  at  the  same  time  to  such 
land  agent,  he  shall,  unless  all  such  applications  but  one  be  imme- 
diately withdrawn  forthwith,  proceed  to  determine  by  lot,  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  prescribed  by  regulations  made  under  this  Act, 
which  of  the  applicants  shall  become  the  purchaser." 

By  sect  16  of  the  said  Act,  each  conditional  purchaser  is 
obliged  to  occupy  the  land  within  one  month  after  the  time  of 
purchase.    That  section  is  as  follows : — 

^  Sect  16.  If  at  the  time  of  conditional  purchase  of  any  Crown 
land  under  sects.  13  and  14  of  this  Act,  such  land  shall  not  have 
been  surveyed  by  the  Government,  temporary  boundaries  thereof 
shall  be  determined  by  the  conditional  purchaser,  who  shall,  within 
one  month  after  such  time  of  purchase,  occupy  the  land.  And 
any  dispute  between  such  purchaser  and  any  other  person  other 
than  a  holder  in  fee  or  his  alienee  claiming  any  interest  therein 
respecting  such  boimdaries,  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration :  Pro- 
vided, that  if  such  land  shall  not  be  surveyed  by  the  Government 
within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  application,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  conditional  purchaser,  by  notice  in  writing  to  the 
land  agent  for  the  district,  to  withdraw  his  application,  and  there- 
upon he  shall  be  entitled  to  demand  and  recover  back  any  deposit 
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J.  G.       paid  by  him,  or  the  purchaser  shall  have  the  option  of  having  the 

1874       land  surveyed  by  a  duly  qualified  licensed  surveyor,  and  the  expense 

Babtoh     of  such  survey  shall  be  allowed  to  such  purchaser  as  part  payment 

MmB.       ^^  ^^^  purchase-money,  such  expense  to  be  allowed  in  accordance 

with  the  scale  of  charges  fixed  or  to  be  fixed  by  the  Surveyor 

Greneral. 
Sect.  18  of  the  said  Act  is  as  follows : — 

**  Sect.  18.  At  the  expiration  of  three  years  from  the  date  of 
conditional  purchase  of  any  such  land  as  aforesaid,  or  within  three 
months  thereafter,  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  shall  be 
tendered  at  the  office  of  the  Colonial  Treasurer,  together  with  a 
declaration  by  the  conditional  purchaser,  or  his  alienee,  or  some 
other  person,  in  the  opinion  of  the  minister  competent  in  that 
behalf,  under  the  Act  9th  Vict  No.  9,  to  the  efiidct  that  improve- 
ments as  hereinbefore  defined  have  been  made  upon  such  landj 
specifyiDg  the  nature,  extent,  and  value  of  such  improvements^ 
and  that  such  land  has  been  from  the  date  of  occupation  the  hand 
fde  residence  either  continuously  of  the  original  purchaser  or  of 
some  alienee  or  successive  alienees  of  his  whole  estate  and  interest 
therein,  and  that  no  such  alienation  has  been  made  by  any  holder 
thereof  until  after  the  londjide  residence  thereon  of  such  holder 
for  one  whole  year  at  the  least.  And  upon  the  minister  being 
satisfied  by  such  declaration,  and  the  certificate  of  the  land  agent 
for  the  district  or  other  proper  officer,  of  the  &ct8  aforesaid,  the 
Colonial  Treasurer  shall  receive  and  acknowledge  the  remaining 
purchase-money,  and  a  grant  of  the  fee  simple,  but  with  reser- 
vation of  any  minerals  which  the  land  may  contain,  shall  be  made 
to  the  then  rightful  owner :  Provided,  that  should  such  lands  have 
been  occupied  and  improved  as  aforesaid,  and  should  interest  at 
the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  balance  of  the  purchase- 
money  be  paid  within  the  said  three  months  to  the  Colonial  Trea- 
surer, the  payment  of  such  balance  may  be  deferred  to  a  period 
within  three  months  after  the  1st  of  January  then  next  ensuing^ 
and  may  be  so  deferred  from  year  to  year  by  payment  of  such 
interest  during  the  first  quarter  of  each  year.  But  on  de&ult  of 
a  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  section  the  land  shall 
revert  to  Her  Majesty  and  be  liable  to  be  sold  at  auction,  and  the 
deposit  shall  be  forfeited.** 


VOLb  VIJ  OASES  m  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL,  139 

On  the  18tli  of  November,  1872,  the  Primary  Judge  (Mr.  Justice  J.  a 
Eargrave)  delivered  a  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Appellant,  and  1874 
decreed—  Babtoh 

^  1.  That  the  Defendant,  John  Muir,  do  execute  a  proper  transfer  Muib. 
or  other  conveyance  or  assurance  to  the  Plainti£f  of  all  his,  the 
Defendant's  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  land  and  hereditaments, 
and  every  part  thereof  referred  to  in  the  bill  of  complaint  in  this 
cause,  within  fourteen  days  after  such  transfer  or  other  conveyance 
or  assurance  shall  be  tendered  to  him  or  to  his  solicitor  for  that 
purpose.  And  that  the  said  Defendant  do  also,  within  seven  days 
after  the  same  shall  be  tendered  to  him  or  to  his  solicitor  for  that 
purpose,  sign  such  declaration,  letter  of  notification,  or  other  in- 
strument^ as  may  be  required  by  the  Minister  for  Lands,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Grown  La/nds  Alienation  Act  of  1861,  to 
entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  have  issued  in  his  name  a  grant  from  the 
Crown  in  fee  simple  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments. 

"  2.  And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  Defendant  do  within  seven 
days  after  service  of  this  decree  upon  his  solicitor  deliver  upon 
oath  to  the  Plaintiff  or  to  his  the  Plaintiff^s  solicitor,  all  deeds 
and  documents  relating  to  the  title  to  the  said  lands  and  heredita- 
ments which  are  now  in  his,  the  Defendant's,  possession,  power,  or 
control. 

*'  3.  And  it  is  ordered  that  either  of  the  said  parties  are  to  be 
at  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Honourable  Court  as  occasion  may 
require." 

On  the  10th  of  July,  1878,  the  Supreme  Court  (Stephen,  C.J., 
and  Faueett,  J.,  Eargrave,  J.,  dissenting),  reversed  this  decree 
without  costs  either  of  the  appeal  or  of  the  suit. 

The  Chief  Justice  stated,  ^  I  think  it  scarcely  possible  to  read 
the  clauses  of  the  Lands  Alienation  Act,  prescribing  the  two  dis- 
tmct  modes  of  acquiring  Crown  land  in  this  colony,  without  per- 
ceiving that  the  arrangement  in  this  case  was  calculated,  and,  as 
I  conceive,  designed,  to  defeat  the  intentions  of  the  Legislature. 
It  was,  unquestionably,  in  effect  to  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  accom- 
plish indirectly  what  he  could  not  under  the  Act  have  done 
directly,  and  what  the  statute  meant  to  prevent  persons  from 
doing,  except  under  conditions  which  that  arrangement  enabled 
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J.  C,  him  to  evade.    A  contract  of  that  character  is,  I  apprehend,  on 
1874  grounds  of  public  policy,  invalid ;  and  the  aid  of  this  Court  to 
Babton  enforce  its  performance,  therefore,  is  invoked  in  vain." 
MmB.  After  discussing  the  various  sections  of  the  Act  in  relation  to 
this  transaction,  he  concluded : — 

"  Now,  it  is  by  this  Lands  Alienation  Siatttte  plainly  seen  to  be 
its  policy  (putting  aside  for  the  present  other  objects)  that  all  free- 
holds shall  be  of  a  limited  extent.  But  it  is  obvious  that,  by 
e£fecting  a  series  of  these  simulated  conditional  purchases,  any 
number  of  which  may  be  simultaneous,  any  person  possessing 
adequate  pecuniary  means  may  contrive  to  acquire  Crown  lands 
to  any  extent  So  he  may,  it  was  urged,  by  purchases  from  bond 
fide  selectors  after  their  one  year  or  three  years  of  probation. 
Such  persons,  however,  would  be  less  likely  so  to  deal  with 
their  homesteads ;  and  it  is  not  because  the  law  may  have  left 
one  avenue  open  to  a  given  restdt  that  therefore  any  individual 
is  at  liberty  to  make  for  himself,  at  discretion,  another  path 
to  it. 

*^  But  the  most  palpable  objection  to  this  transaction  is  its  fraud, 
in  effect,  on  the  18th  section.  The  Plaintiff  must  have  known,  if 
ithe  Defendant  did  not — and  both  were  bound  to  know — what  the 
solemn  declaration  is  that  the  laW  there  requires.  Now,  as  the 
former  did  not  live  on  the  purchased  land,  nor  ever  contemplated 
doing  so,  but  nevertheless  was,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  conditional 
purchaser,  no  declaration  could  be  made  either  as  to  his  residence 
there  or  that  of  any  alienee  from  him.  The  necessary  continuous 
residence,  therefore,  from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract 
must  have  been  intended  by  both  parties  to  be  ascribed  to  the 
Defendant,  who  was  not,  honestly  speaking,  any  purchaser  at  all, 
or  to  some  one  as  his  alienee.  Supposing  this  breach  of  the  enact- 
ment to  be  overcome  by  the  fiction  relied  on — ^that  the  Defendant 
might  lawfully  be  called  the  purchaser  because  his  name  was  used 
as  such — ^what  can  be  said  to  the  other  contemplated  falsity, 
namely,  the  declaration  that  no  alienation  had  been  made  by  any 
holder  until  after  his  prescribed  year's  residence  ?  For  if  it  be 
conceded  that  the  Defendant  was  the  purchaser  or  holder,  how 
could  this  possibly  be  said  by  him  or  any  one  for  him  ?  Whether, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  he  was  the  conditional  purchaser 
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or  not,  it  is  undeniable,  and  not  in  fiEtct  denied,  that  he  purchased       j.  o. 
(or  assumed  to  purchase)  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  with  the  Plaintiff's       i874 
money.    There  was  the  distinct  contemporaneous  understanding     babtoh 
and  agreement  that  he  would  transfer  the  property  to  the  Plain-       ^-^^ 

tiff;  but  this  meant  only  that  the  Defendant  would  execute  a       

formal  instrument  of  transfer,  as  if  he  were  really  the  owner,  at 
the  expiration  of  the  statutory  year.  Courts  will  not  be  thus 
hoodwinked,  or  accept  a  mere  contrivance,  as  if  the  thing  was  real. 
The  transfer  was  simply  part  of  the  game.  But  the  property  never 
was  the  Defendant's.  His  name  was  used  as  owner,  but  it  was 
solely  as  trustee  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  it  was  used  for  purposes  of 
deceit,  in  fraud  of  the  statute.  I  willingly  believe-  that  probably 
neither  party  at  the  time  so  regarded  their  arrangement ;  but 
both  must  have  been  conscious  that  it  was  in  order  to  violate  or 
eyade  the  law. 

''  I  am  of  opinion  that  his  Honour's  decree  ought  to  be  reversed 
and  the  bill  dismissed,  but  without  costs  either  of  the  appeal  or  of 
the  suit.  The  Defendant  succeeds,  although  he  has  broken  faith, 
because  he  was  legally  justified  in  resisting  the  demand.  He  suc- 
ceeds, not  because  his  defence  is  a  meritorious  one,  but  simply 
because,  both  parties  being  to  blame  in  the  transaction,  the  Court 
will  assist  neither." 

Faueetty  J.  after  discussing  various  points,  concluded :  **  I  rest 
my  decision  not  merely  on  the  ground,  which  possibly  might  be 
questionable,  that  the  agreement  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
Ac^  but  on  the  broad  and  clear  ground  that  its  object  is  by  an 
evasion  of  the  statute  to  acquire  land  in  a  manner  by  necessary 
implication,  and  also,  in  my  opinion,  expressly  prohibited  by  , 
the  statute,  and  it  is  therefore  contrary  to  the  statute  and  ill^al." 
He  cited  Holman  v.  Johnson  (1);  Qadigkt  Company  v.  Twmer  (2) ; 
WeaOierdl  v.  Jones  (3) ;  Bitchie  v.  8mUh  (4) ;  Curtis  v.  Ferry  (5) ; 
Ex  parte  TaUop  (6) ;  Ex  parte  HoughUm  (7) ;  Armetronff  v. 
Lewis  (8);  Armetronff  v.  Armstrong  (9);  Johnson  v.  The  Shrews- 

(1)  1  Cowp.  343.  (5)  6  Ves.  739. 

(2)  5  Bing.  N.  0.  675.  (6)  15  Ves.  60. 

(3)  3  B.  &  Ad.  225.  (7)  17  Ves.  251. 

(4)  6  Man.  &  Gr.  476.  (8)  2  Or.  &  M.  274. 

(0)  3  My.  <&  K.  45. 


V. 
MUIB. 
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J.  0.       hu/ty  and  Birmingham  BaUway  Company  (1) ;  De  Themminez  v. 

1874  Be  Bowneoal  (2). 
bI^st  Harffrave^  J.,  adhered  to  his  judgment  delivered  as  primary 
Judge, ''  that  neither  upon  the  construction  of  the  Crown  Lands 
Alienation  Ad,  nor  upon  the  authorities  applicable,  is  there  any 
objection  to  the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Barton,  the  squatter,  obtaining 
specific  and  full  performance  of  the  agreement  he  made  ?rith  the 
Defendant,  John  Muir,  '  his  working  overseer,'  to  free  select  the 
320  acres,  the  equitable  right  to  which  land  is  the  only  question 
in  this  cause." 

Hr.  Leithy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Montague  CooJcson,  for  the  Appellant, 
contended  that  the  agreement  of  the  5th  of  August,  1869,  was  not 
contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  Crown  Lands  Alienation  Act  of  1861. 
The  Court  cannot  impute  to  a  colonial  government  a  policy  which 
they  have  not  themselves  expressly  declared,  or  enact  for  them  that 
which  they  have  not  enacted  for  themselves.  The  kind  of  pur- 
chase impeached  in  this  case  is  not  prohibited  in  express  terms  by 
the  Act  nor  by  necessary  implication  therefrom.  The  Bei^pondent 
from  the  time  when  he  was  declared  the  conditional  purchaser  of 
the  lands  comprised  in  the  agreement  acquired  a  statutory  fee 
therein,  which  was  subject  to  defeasance  on  non  -performance  of  the 
conditions  prescribed  by  the  said  Act.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Bespondent  having  performed  those  conditions  has  acquired,  or  at 
least  is  in  a  position  to  acquire,  an  absolute  fee  in  the  lands,  which 
he  is  competent  to  transfer,  and  which  under  the  agreement  he  is 
bound  to  transfer  to  the  Appellant. 

They  referred  to  Drinkwater  v.  Arthur  (3),  and  Haigh  v. 
Kaye  (4).  The  words  •* lawful  owner"  and  ''rightful  owner," 
mean  nothing  more  than  statutable  owner,  who  under  the  true  con- 
struction of  this  Act  and  by  virtue  of  the  agreement  made  is  the 
Appellant.  See  Brewster  v.  Clarke  (5) ;  Hughes  v.  Morris  (6) ; 
MGalmont  v.  Bankin  (7).  The  expressions  in  the  New  SotUh 
Wales  Act  must  be  construed  in  reference  to  the  policy  and  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  Act.    In  our  Bankruptcy  Acts  and  Bills  of  Sales 

(1)  8  De  G.  M.  &  a.  923.  (4)  Law  Rep.'^T  Ch.  473. 

(2)  6  Ross.  288.  (5)  2  Merivale,  75. 

(3)  10  N.  S.  Wales  Supreme  Conrts  (6)  2  Mao.  &  G.  349. 
ReiiB.  p.  193.  (7)  Ibid.  417. 
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Acts  in  respect  of  the  doctrine  of  reputed  ownership  from  21  Jac.        J.  0. 
down  to  the  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1869,  the  expression  '^  true  owner  "        iS74 
is  satisfied  by  the  person  who  has  a  legal  title.    Again,  in  RyaU     barioh 
T.  Rolle  (1)  (and  see  Lord  Hardwieke's  judgment  (2)),  a  mort-       ^^ 
gagee  was  held  not  to  be  the  true  owner,  and  in  Ex  parte  Dale  (3)       — ^ 
a  trustee  was  held  to  be  the  true  owner.    The  question  is,  who, 
in  the  particular  case  is,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  under  the  circum- 
stances to  be  regarded  as  the  real  owner.  The  words  of  a  particular 
statute  may  be  curtailed  in  their  comprehensiveness  by  the  declared 
policy  of  the  statute  or  by  its  policy,  ascertained  by  necessary  im- 
plication &om  its  terms :  see  17  &  18  Vict.  o.  36,  Btlh  of  Sale 
Ad,  sect  2,  in  which  the  general  expression  "  declaration  of  trust  ** 
has  been  construed  to  mean  **  declaration  of  trust  for  debtor  or 
assignor"  in  Bi6bin9on  v.  CoHingwood  (4).    See  also,  with  regard  to 
the  danger  of  giving  effect  to  what  is  called  the  equity  of  a 
statute.  Brandling  y.  Barrington  (5) ;  and  Bwarriss  on  Statutes, 
pt  2,  pp.  702,  707. 

The  Bespondent  did  not  appear. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sir  John  Stuabt  : — 

The  view  of  this  case  taken  by  the  majority  of  the  Judges 
seems  not  reconcilable  with  the  established  principles  of  equity. 
It  is  a  view  founded  on  what  appears  to  be  rather  a  misapprehen- 
sion of  the  authorities  which  they  cite  as  applicable  to  the  case. 

Properly  understood,  the  authorities  establish  the  principle  that 
to  depriye  the  Appellant  of  his  right  to  relief  in  equity  there 
must  be  such  a  degree  of  illegality  in  the  transaction  as  is  free 
from  all  doubt. 

It  is  rightly  admitted  that  the  transaction  is  not  immoral  or 
against  public  policy.  In  the  beginning  of  his  judgment  the 
Chief  Justice  says  it  is  against  public  policy,  but  that  seems  an 
accidental  inaccuracy. 

(1)  1  Atk.  164.  (3)  Back's  Cases  in  Bankruptcy,  p.  865. 

(2)  Pag©  170.  (4)  13  W.  R.  84. 

(5)  6  B.  &  C.  476. 


V. 

MUIB. 
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J.  C.  It  is  not  quite  easy  to  follow  the  reasoning  of  the  Judges. 

1S74  One  says  that  the  most  palpable  objection  is  that  there  is 

Baoton  "  fraud  in  eflfect  on  the  18th  section  of  the  Act.**  Another  says, 
in  the  last  passage  of  his  judgment,  that  he  rests  his  decision  not 
merely  on  the  ground  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  Act, 
which  he  considers  might  possibly  be  a  questionable  ground,  but 
that  by  necessary  implication  it  is  expressly  prohibited  by  the 
statute. 

These  views,  whatever  may  be  thought  of  their  consistency  in 
other  respects,  are  consistent  in  this,  that  they  reduce  the  matter 
to  a  question  of  construction  of  the  Act,  especially  of  the  18th 
section. 

As  a  question  of  construction,  it  seems  little  less  difficult  to 
adopt  the  opinion  that  there  is  beyond  all  doubt  a  clear  and  con- 
structive prohibition,  as  the  other  opinion  that  there  is  an  express 
prohibition. 

The  established  doctrine  is,  that  to  annul  such  a  transaction 
there  must  be  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  the  construction  and  effect 
of  the  statute. 

There  seems  danger  in  countenancing  the  notion  of  a  construc- 
tive policy  in  such  a  oase  as  the  present  This  is  illustrated  by 
what  is  said  by  Mr.  Justice  M-Oxgrave^  so  far  as  it  can  be  legiti- 
mately referred  to.  The  circumstances  of  climate  and  soil  and 
produce  in  the  colony  of  "New  SotUh  Wales  are  essentially  different 
from  those  of  Queendand,  where  the  policy  of  prohibition  of  such 
transactions  was  established  by  express  enactment. 

As  to  the  policy  of  the  Act  in  question  in  this  case,  and  the 
construction  of  the  18th  section,  the  prima  facie  view  of  the  policy 
which  restricts  the  quantity  of  land  that  may  be  purchased  by 
free  selection,  seems  to  be  the  reasonable  purpose  of  securing 
residence  and  improvement  of  the  land. 

If  that  be  a  just  view  of  the  policy  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  it  is 
violated  by  a  transaction  the  essence  of  which  is  to  bind  the  Be- 
spondent  as  purchaser  to  reside  and  improve.  But  this  is  only 
conjecture.  It  is  dangerous  in  the  construction  of  a  statute  to 
proceed  upon  conjecture. 

The  view  of  policy  taken  by  the  majority  of  Judges  is  con- 


MUIB. 


?0L.  YL]  OASES  IN  THB  PBIVT  COUNCIL.  145 

jectoial  also.    It  seems  a  oonjecture  not  so  well  founded  as  the       J.  0. 
other.  1874 

It  is  not  an  accnrate  view  to  treat  the  Appellant  as  the  pur-  babtoit  • 
ehaser.  The  porchase  is  a  transaction  between  the  Bespondent 
and  the  Goyemment.  The  right  of  the  Appellant  is  not  that  of 
purchaser,  but  of  eeduii  que  trust.  In  the  case  often  referred  to  in 
the  Law  of  resulting  Trusts,  where  a  man  purchases  land  with  the 
money  of  another,  although  there  is  no  written  evidence  of  the 
trusty  a  trust  results  to  the  ownar  of  the  money  by  operation  of 
law.  He  is  in  equity,  but  only  in  equity,  the  owner  of  the  land, 
and  has  a  right  to  compel  a  conyeyance  to  himself,  or  to  such 
person  as  he  may  direct  He  is  not  the  purchaser,  but  a  cestui  que 
inut,  and  the  whole  legal  right  and  legal  rightful  ownership  is  in 
the  purchaser. 

Although  we  think  this  case  was  rightly  decided  by  the  Court 
of  the  first  instance,  the  form  of  the  decree  does  not  seem  to  be 
quite  right. 

There  should  be  a  declaration  that  the  legal  title  of  the  Be- 
apondent  as  purchaser  is  held  by  him  as  trustee  for  the  Appellant, 
«nd  a  direction  that  the  Bespondent  do  proceed  to  complete  the 
purchase  according  to  his  contract  vrith  the  Goyemment,  and  to 
do  all  necessary  acts  for  that  purpose,  and  when  complete  to  exe- 
oute  a  proper  conyeyance  to  the  Appellant,  who  is  to  pay  the  costs 
of  such  conyeyance,  with  liberty  to  apply  to  the  primary  Judge 
for  any  directions  necessary  to  carry  this  decree  into  effect  The 
Bespondent  is  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  Colonial 
Court,  and  costs  of  this  appeaL 

Agents  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Burton,  Teates,  dt  Hart. 
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J.o*      THE  CBfiDIT  FONCIEB  OP   ENGLAND,}   , 

^•r^ir^,.,^^  c  Appellant: 

1874  LIMITED j^risi.1^1, 

—       ELIE  AMY  AND  Othebs Eespondknts. 

WALKER  BAILY Appellant; 

ELIE  AMY  AND  Othebs Respondents. 

'    BE  JEBSfiT.MEBOANTILB  UNION  BANK 

ON  APPEAL  PBOM  THE  BOTAL  COURT  OP  JERSEY. 

Petitumfar  l^pedal  Leave  to  Appeal— DoUance'—"  Lot  sur  hs  Arrangements  entre 
Dibiteurs  et  learn  Orhncier8^(lSe7y^uri9dicUon  qfSogal  Court  tfJerwy. 

A  bank,  carried  on  by  an  unlimited  and  xminoorporated  parfaierahip  in 
Jer»ey^  stopped  payment,  and,  after  certain  proceeding?  in  Ydantary  liqnidar- 
tkm,  the  Juge  C^ommuMMra,  to  whom  the  Royal  Coort  mferred  the  aaoertdn- 
ment  of  claims,  &a,  nnder  the  Jersey  Act  of  1867,  reported  that  the  C,  F, 
was  a  creditor  (if  at  all)  to  the  amount  of  £63,606,  and,  after  a  farther 
reference  by  the  same  Ooart  relating  to  another  creditor's  claim,  reported  that 
the  requisite  amoimt  of  assents  had  been  obtained,  and  tiienupon  fbe  Royal 
Ooort  legisteied  and  ooufiimed  a.oompQation  between  the  partnerahip  and 
its  creditors. 

The  C7.  F,  petitioned  for  special  leave  to  appeal,  first,  against  the  order  of 
the  Royal  Court  referring  the  matter  to  tbe  Juge  dmminaire ;  secondly, 
against  the  further  reference  by  the  same  Court;  and,  thirdly,  against  the 
order  confirming  and  registering  the  compodUon ;  alleging  that  they  were 
entitled  to  claim  £55,160,  and  that  the  claim  of  IT.  B,  (who  also  petitioned), 
having  been  admitted  at  £3800,  was  not  mentioned  in  ^eschedale,  and  that 
by  reason  of  this  and  another  error  of  computation  the  requisite  assents  had 
not  been  obtained. 

Their  Lordships  granted  leave  to  appeal  against  the  order  confirming  and 
legisteriDg  the  composition,  limited  to  two  questions ;  firsts  as  to  the  claim 
for  £3800 ;  secondly,  as  to  the  allied  error  of  computation.  The  foundation 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Royal  Court  to  register  and  confirm  would  be  want- 
ing,  unless  the  composition  were  shewn  to  have  received  the  requisite  assents. 

The  15th  and  16th  articles  of  the  Act  of  1867  must  be  read  together.  The 
decisions  of  the  Royal  Court  axe  only  final  in  reference  to  such  a  composition 
as  it  is  entitled  to  register. 

Their  Lordships  refused  leave  to  proceed  by  a  doUance^  considering  that 
by  an  ordinary  appeal  the  petitioners  could  obtain  relief. 

jLhESE  were  petitions  by  the  CridU  Fonder  and  Mr.  W.  BaHy 

for  special  leaye  to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  from  the 

*  Present  .'—Lord  CoLBBn)GS,  Sot  Jameb  W.  Colyile,  Sir  Babnes  Pbacock, 
Sib  Moktaoub  E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robkbt  P.  Collieb. 
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hereznafter  mentioned  Acts  or  Orders  of  the  Boyal  Court  of  Jeney^       J.  a 
dated  respectively  the  13th  of  October,  1873,  the  14th  of  May,        1874 
1874,  and  the  8ih  of  Angnst,  1874 ;  or  that  the  merits  of  the     c^^rr 
ease  might  be  inquired  into  on  the  hearing  of  the  Petitioners   ^^2Sid' 
by  way  of  doUanee^  and  the  said  Acts  or  Orders  reversed  or         v. 
Taned.  

On  the  1st  of  Febroary,  1873,  the  Jersey  MereantOe   Union      ^^^ 
Bank,  an  nnlimited  and  nnincorporated  partnership,  stopped  pay-       ^^ 
ment,  the  OridU  Fonder  and  Mr.  W.  BaQy,  above  mentioned,  being 
at  that  date  creditors  of  the  bank. 

On  the  llih  of  Febraary,  1878,  the  partnership  was,  at  a  general 
meeting  of  shareholders,  declared  to  be  dissolved,  and  five  persons 
were  appointed  to  act  as  liquidators  for  the  winding-np  of  its 
affain. 

After  certain  proceedings  had  by  the  liquidators,  which  proved 
abortive,  the  executors  and  trustees  of  one  Eekfcrd,  a  creditor, 
made  a  motion  in  the  Boyal  Court  of  Jersey,  declaratory  of 
disasire,  against  the  shareholders.  Thereafter  the  liquidators  and 
eighty-two  out  of  the  ninetynseven  shareholders  and  four  creditors 
dedared  to  the  Court  that  they  intended  to  convene  a  meeting  of 
their  creditors  before  the  **Juffe  CofMnissaire^  in  confirmity  with 
the  prescriptions  of  the  law  of  1867,  entitled,  ''Xot  ewr  les 
Arrangements  entre  DSbiieu/rs  ei  Uurs  CrSaneiersf  and  the  Peti- 
tioners above  named  pleaded  objections  thereto.  On  the  13th  of 
October,  1873,  the  Court  referred  to  the  Judge  of  the  Small 
Debts  Court,  who  acts  in  Jersey  as  the  Juge  Gammissaire,  to 
inquire  into  the  whole  matter,  to  take  the  examinations,  and  to 
ascertain  what  the  claims  of  creditors  were.  Leave  to  appeal  was 
given  **&  finde  cause.'*  The  Petitioners  appeared  under  protest 
in  writing  as  creditors  before  the  Juge  Gammissaire,  who  reduced 
the  daim  of  the  CrSdit  Fonder  from  £55,160  to  £53,606,  subject 
to  a  reference  to  the  Court  as  to  its  validity,  and  admitted  the 
claim  of  Mr.  W.  BaUy  at  £3800  without  interest.  The  claim  of 
the  said  EeJcford  was  reduced  from  £40,000  to  £21,160. 

On  the  27th  of  April,  1874,  the  Juge  Oommissaire  reported  that 
the  shareholders  had  engaged  to  subscribe  a  sum  of  more  than 
£80,000,  which  they  offered  in  full  payment,  and  that  the  requisite 
majority  of  assents  by  the  creditors  had  not  been  obtained,  and 
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J.  c.       that  the  agreement  could  not  be  confirmed  unless  the  Court  was 

1S74        of  opinion  that  the  claim  of  the  OrSdii  Fonder  was  invalid. 

CBiorr         O^  ^^^  l^t^  o{  May,  1874,  the  Court,  without  notice  to  the 

^jSSid'   Petitioners,  referred  the  claim  of  the  said  Edcford  back  to  the 

*•         Juffe  Oammissaire  on  certain  terms  as  to   private  arbitration, 

— *       whereby  eventually  the  claim  of  Eekford  was  fixed  at  £25,148, 
^^      and  his  executor  and  trustees  thereupon  assented  to  the  above- 

^^'  mentioned  agreement  On  the  25th  of  July,  1874,  the  Juge  Cm- 
nUnaire  made  an  amended  report,  stating  that  the  requidte 
amount  of  assents  had  been  obtained ;  but  in  the  schedule  thereto 
the  Petitioner  BaU^g  name  was  entirely  omitted,  and  was  un- 
notioed  in  the  report.  It  also  appeared  that  a  debt  of  the  amount 
of  £1002  15i.  Qd.  had  been  proved  twice  over  and  scheduled 
accordingly,  once  by  E,  MauratU,  representing  the  creditors,  and 
again  by  P.  P.  GhiUon,  representing  sureties  for  the  debt»  both 
amounts  being  included  in  the  total ;  and  that  in  several  instances 
shareholders  had  made  their  propositions  for  composition  by  pro- 
curation, and  not  in  person,  contrary  to  Art  13  of  the  law.  On 
the  8th  of  August,  1874,  the  Court  ordered  the  confirmation  and 
registration,  not  of  the  agreement  submitted  to  the  Court,  but  of 
such  agreement  altered  by  the  elimination  of  an  important  clause. 
It  rejected  the  plea  of  the  Petitioner  BaSff  on  the  ground  that  the 
report  of  the  Juge  Ccmmisaaire  was  conclusive. 

'  Mr.  FiM,  Q.a  (Mr.  Wedlake,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  La£ham  with  him), 
for  the  Petitioner,  the  OridU  Fancier,  submitted  that  the  act  of 
the  Boyal  Court  of  the  13th  of  October,  1873,  referring  the  matter 
to  the  Juffe  Commissairef  that  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  before 
the  Juffe  Cbmmtssotra,  that  the  act  of  the  Boyal  Court  of  the  14th 
of  May,  1874,  referring  the  claim  of  the  executors  and  trustees  of 
the  will  of  the  late  Dr.  Eekford  to  private  arbitration,  and  that 
the  final  act  of  the  Boyal  Court  of  the  8th  of  August,  1874^  were  all 
irregular  and  illegal,  and  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  Credit 
Fancier  was  entitled  to  an  appeal  ^par  doUance  **  to  Her  Majesty 
for  a  remedy  against  the  wrongs  it  had  thereby  sustained.  He 
submitted  that  the  order  of  the  14th  of  May,  1874,  was  beyond 
the'power  of  the  Court,  which  had  no  jurisdiction  to  reopen  the 
finding  as  to  Echford^s  claim.    As  to  the  Act  of  the  8th  of 
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August,  1874,  he  submitted  that  it  ought  to  be  reversed,  (1)  be-       J.  c. 
cause  by  the  agreement  ordered  to  be  registered,  not  only  the       1S74 
shareholders,  parties  thereto,  would  be  released  from  liability,  bnt     ^^n 
also  the  bank  itself,  which  had  no  corporate  capacity,  so  that  fifteen   ^^JSro' 
present  shareholders  who  had  not  appeared  in  the  matter,,  and         •• 
all  the  past  shareholders,  wonld  share  the  benefit  of  the  release ; 
(2)  the  rules  of  procedure   had   been  violated   by  the  Juge 
Cmmiisaire  ;  (3)  the  account  made  oat  by  the  Jupe  Cammiasaire       -^"' 
iras  incorrect^  and  the  requisite  majority  of  assents  had  never  been 
actually  obtained. 

Mr.  Cohen,  Q.C.  (Mr.  Wood  EUl  with  him),  for  the  Petitioner 
BaUy^  submitted  that  his  claim  having  been  duly  proved,  and 
having  been  subsequently  omitted  without  notice  to  him  and 
without  a  hearing,  he  was  entitled  to  appeal. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

LOBD  COLEBIDGB : — 

In  this  case  two  petitions  have  been  presented  for  leave  to 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Boyal  Court  of  Jeney  confirming 
and  registering  a  composition  of  the  creditors  of  a  large  co- 
partnoship,  amounting  in  all  to  ninetynseven  persons,  who  were 
carrying  on  a  bank  as  an  unlimited  and  unincorporated  partner- 
ship in  Jeney  ;  and  the  two  petitions  have  been  presented  to  their 
Lddships^  one  from  the  Credit  Foneier  of  England,  and  the  other 
from  a  gentleman  of  the  name  of  Mr.  Walker  BaUy. 

In  both  the  cases  their  Lordships  think  the  petition  for  leave 
to  appeal  ebould  be  granted,  but  should  be  granted  under  the 
conditions  and  subject  to  the  observations  that  their  Lordships  are 
about  to  make. 

The  partnership  stopped  payment  in  1873,  and  a  certain  number 
of  persons  met  together,  and  endeavoured  to  arrive  at  an  arrange- 
ment  between  the  creditors  of  the  copartnership  and  the  co- 
paitnership  itself.  Liquidators  were  appointed,  and  various  steps 
were  taken ;  and  finally  the  matter,  under  the  Jereey  law  of  1867, 
wag  referred  to  the  Judge  of  the  Small  Debts  Court,  who  acts  there 
as  what  is  called  the  Jikge  Commiaaaire,  to  inquire  into  the  whole 
]&atter,to  take  the  examinations,  and  to  ascertain  what  the  claims 
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J.  a       against  the  copartnership  really  were,  and  finally  to  report  to  the 

1S74       Court  Boyal,  under  the  autiiority  of  the  Jeney  law,  as  to  whether 

oZ^     the  compoeition  whioh  had  been  entered  into,  or  was  endeavonred 

Fovcnaor   ^  i^  entered  into,  should  be  confirmed  and  registered  by  that 

V*         Ciourt    The  Boyal  Court  acts  under  this  Jeney  law  of  1867,  and 

^       its  powers  are  of  course  limited  by  the  provisions  of  that  Act. 

^^^  The  earlier  portions  of  the  Act  which  has  been  before  us  deal  with 
^^^'  the  procedure  before  the  Juge  Oommimairey  and  the  procedure 
leading  up  to  the  appeals  from  the  J%ge  Commistaire;  and  then 
the  sabsequent  articles,  13, 14, 15,  and  16,  deal  with  the  procedure 
which  is  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  the  Boyal  Court  after  the 
Juffe  Commissaire  has  made  his  report.  It  is  chiefly  if  not  ex- 
clusively upon  the  supposed  miscarriage  by  the  Boyal  Court  that 
this  petition  has  been  presented  to  their  Lordships. 

Now  the  13th,  14th,  15th,  and  16th  articles  are  to  this  effect : 
That  when  the  creditors  appeal  before  the  Juge  Commmavre  the 
debtor  must  make  his  propositions  for  composition  in  person,  and 
that  the  Juge  Commiasaire  is  to  approve  those  propositions  in  the 
presence  of  the  creditors.    The  15th  article  states  that  the  com- 
position must  be  signed  by  the  requisite  number  of  creditors,  in 
conformity  with  the  second  article  of  the  law ;  the  second  artiele 
of  the  law  orders  that  there  must  be  a  consent  of  a  number  of  cre- 
ditors forming  the  majority  in  number,  and  representing  at  least 
three-fourths  of  the  whole  of  the  debts  proved  before  the  Jufe 
ChmmiuaiTe  mentioned  in  the  5th  article,  and  that  when  the 
composition  has  been  signed  by  the  requisite  number  of  creditors 
according  to  the  second  article,  then  it  is  to  be  submitted  for  con- 
firmation and  registration  by  the  Boyal  Court    The  18th  article 
states  that  the  Boyal  Court  is  to  allow  of  no  opposition  to  the 
confirmation  and  the  registration  of  the  composition,  unless  it  has 
been  previously  made  before  the  Juge  OammisBoire;  and  it  goes 
(m  to  say  that  the  Boyal  Court  is  to  determine  summarily,  and 
that  its  decisions  are  to  be  without  appeaL 

Now  there  are  set  out  in  this  case  the  various  proosedings  of 
the  Juffe  CammiBsairef  by  way  of  recital  to  his  final  i^>ort  made  to 
the  Boyal  Court  The  final  report  is  made,  no  doubt,  upon  the 
25th  of  July,  1874 ;  but  the  proceedings  bad  been  going  on  before 
him,  beginning  on  the  13th  of  October,  1873 ;  therefore,  from  the 
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13th  of  October,  187^  to  ilie  25ih  of  Jidy,  1874^  this  nuitter  was       J.  C. 
going  on,  before  the  Juge  Ckm^misaaire.    Amongst  other  persons       1874 
who  appeared  before  hiiS|  the  OridU  Fancier  appeared*    The      c^a 
Oridii  Fonder  claim  against  the  copartnership  in  Jerieif  for  a  ^^^'"^  ^^ 
debt  which  they  state  to  amount  to  £55,i60.    Before  they  ap*         v*, 
peared  they  put  in  a  protest  before  the  Juge  dmmmaire,  and       — .' 
objected  to  his  proceeding.    But  they  took  no  steps  to  prev^t      ^^^ 
his  proceeding.    They  made  no  apped  to  this  Oonrt^  or  to  any       ^"' 
other  Gourty  to  restrain  his  proceeding;  and  they  apparently  ap- 
peared before  him,  and  entered  into  calculations,  and  vere  heaid 
before  him  as  to  the  nature  of  their  claim,  as  to  the  sabjects  of 
the  daim,  and  as  to  the  amount  of  the  claim ;  and  finally  the  J%»ge 
(hmmissaire  ascertained  the  claim  at  £53,606.    He  admitted  the 
claim  as  yalid  at  that  amount,  but  he  referred  certain  questions 
which  had  been  litigated  before  him,  as  to  the  right  of  the  OrddU 
Faneier  to  rank  as  a  creditor  at  all,  to  the  decision  of  the  Boyal 
Court    They  were,  as  appears,  very  large  claims.    And  there  was 
another  very  large  claimant^  of  the  name  of  Eoijfard.   He  claimed 
eomethii^  like  £40,000.    Those  two  large  claimants  were  suf- 
ficient with  the  other  persons  who  did  not  assent^  to  preyent  the 
aasent  of  the  requisite  number  and  value  of  creditors  from  being 
obtained  so  as  to  make  the  composition  binding  under  the  pro- 
Tinons  of  the  law  of  1867.    And  so  in  the  recital  in  whidh  he 
gives  the  various  notes  of  his  proceedings  from  day  to  day  he 
leports  to  the  Boyal  Oourt ;  and  upon  the  27th  of  April  he  reports 
expressly  that  the  Oridit  Faneier  having  not  at  that  time  assented, 
and  that  Mr.  FSoiferd  having  not  at. that  time  assented,  if  the 
Court  should  decide  that  the  CrSdii  Foneier  had  a  right  to  be 
considered  as  a  claimant  to  the  extentof  £53,606,  at  which  he  had 
ascertained  their  claim,  no  composition  could  be  arrived  at,  be* 
cause  those  two  were  alone  sufGlcient  to  prevent  the  composition 
having  the  requisite  legal  incidents  attached  to  it    Subsequently 
to  that,  there  appears  to  have  been  a  reference  sanctioned  by  him 
to  two  Queen's  counsel  in  Flngland,  of  the  matter  in  dispute 
between  Hr.  Eekfard  and  the  bank ;  and  those  two  gentlemen, 
Mr.  De  Qe»  and  Hr.  Fry,  having  ascertained  the  debt  at  £25,000^ 
Ur.  Eekfcrd  no  longer  objected.    It  is  mentioned  in  the  17th  p^e 
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J.  G.       of  the  petition  before  us,  that  npon  that  award  Mr.  Eel^crd  with* 
1874       drew  his  opposition^  and  became  a  consenting  party  to  the  com* 
0^^     position.    That  left  the  Credit  Fonder  still  standing  out ;  and  but 
^mmSm    ^^  ^  mistake  hereafter  to  be  mentioned,  the  requisite  number  and 
••         the  requisite  value  of  the  creditors  would  have  been  arriyed  at  for 
— '-       the  purpose  of  yalidating  the  composition,  and  the  oompositioir 
^^      would  have  been  effectiye  according  to  the  law  of  1867.    To  that 
^*^'       effect  the  Juge  Commtssaire  reports;  and  he  reports  that  the 
requisite  number  of  persons  hayiug  agreed  to  the  composition  he 
submits  it  to  the  Boyal  Court,— ^submitting,  howeyer,  to  them  the 
question,  the  yery  important  question,  not  of  the  amount  of  the 
daim  of  the  Cridit  Foneier,  but  whether  the  Oridii  Fonder,  under 
the  circumstances  set  out  before  him,  which  he  details  in  his^ 
report,  had  a  right  to  claim  at  all  against  this  copartnership.    The 
Boyal  Ciourty  upon  that  state  of  things,  confirmed  and  registered 
the  deed,  referring,  in  the  judgment  which  they  gaye,  the  question 
of  the  amount  for  which  the  OrSdtt  Fonder  was  to  stand  against 
the  copartnership  to  the  ascertainment  of  their  registrar.    The 
true  yiew  of  the  matter  is  what  was  presented  by  their  Lordships  in 
the  course  of  the  argument  of  Mr.  Fidd,  that  early  in  the  trans- 
actions, so  far  back  as  November,  1873,  the  Juffe  OommisBaire  had 
ascertained  the  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  the  Credit  Fonder  at 
£53,600  odd ;  he  has  ascertained  that  amount  finally  and  without 
appeaL    At  least,  if  there  was  to  be  an  appeal  against  his  so 
ascertaining  it,  it  must  have  been  prosecuted  then  and  there,  and 
at  once;  that  all  that  he  meant  to  refer  and  all  that  he  ever  did 
refer  to  the  Boyal  Oourt  was  the  legal  right  of  the  Cridit  Fonder 
to  daim,  and  that  that  he  referred  to  them  on  the  10th  of  No* 
yember,  1873.    Matters  went  on ;  and  the  final  report,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  upon  that  final  report,  was  given  in  the 
following  July.    But  from  November,  1873,  to  July,  1874,  the 
present  petitioners  have  done  nothing.    They  allowed  the  matter 
to  stand  upon  the  order  of  the  Juffe  Commissaire  ;  they  have  taken 
no  steps  to  disturb  his  decision,  as  far  as  amount  went ;  and  the 
matter  as  to  whether  they  had  a  right  to  claim  for  anything  at 
all  was  by  the  Juge  Commissaire  referred  to  the  Boyal  Court 
itself. 
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Now  they  daun,  the  regiBtration  and  oonfiimation  haying  taken       J.  0. 
place,  to  npflet  it  upon  yarions  grounds.    Fint  of  all,  they  say       1874 
thai  the  original  order  of  the  13th  of  October,  1873,  of  the  Sape-      c^rr 
rior  Court  was  an  order  which  they  had  no  right  to  make.    That   ^^1^^ 
is  the  order  referring  it  to  the  Juge  Oammiiiaire,  and  putting  the 
whole  matter  in  train  for  inyestigation  before  him.     Bat  the 
Boyal  Conrt  pronounced  that  decision  on  the  18th  of  October 
oTerroIing  that  plea,  and  sent  them  with  other  creditors^  that  their 
case  might  be  examined  into  before  the  Jupe  Oammiasaire.    At 
the  oonolusion  of  that  sentence  they  expressly  reseryed  to  the 
Appellants  the  right  to  appeal  a  fin  de  cau$e.    Their  Lordships 
are  of  opinion  that»  whateyer  may  be  the  effect  of  that  reserya- 
tion,  the  Petitioners  before  them  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it, 
without  any  order  made  by  their  Lordships;  but  if  they  are 
entitled  to  nothing  under  that  order  their  Lordships  are  not  dis- 
posed to  help  them,  because  they  haye  stood  by  from  the  13th  of 
October,  1878,  to  the  present  time ;  they  haye  allowed  all  the  ex* 
penses  and  trouble  of  this  inyestigation  and  composition  to  be 
entered  into;  they  haye  done  nothing  to  dispute  it»  they  haye 
taken  their  chance  of  being  pleased  with  it»  and  they  now  seek  for 
leaye  to  petition  against  that  which,  if  they  were  dissatisfied  with 
it  on  tiie  ground  of  jurisdiction,  they  should  haye  petitioned 
against  long  ago.    Therefore,  if  they  haye  the  right  reseryed  to 
them  by  the  Court,  of  course  they  can  exercise  it ;  if  they  haye 
not  such  a  right,  as  fitr  as  that  part  of  the  petition  goes,  their 
Lordships  are  not  disposed  to  giye  them  what  tiiey  ask. 

Then  they  claim  to  examine  the  final  judgment  of  the  Court ; 
and  they  claim  to  examine  it  upon  yarious  grounds.  They  say, 
first  of  an,  that  they  ought  to  haye  a  right  now  to  increase  their 
daim  from  £53,600  to  £55,160.  Their  Lordships  are  not  disposed 
to  giye  them  any  such  leaye.  It  was  ascertained,  so  far  back  as 
Noyember,  1873,  by  the  Juge  Chmmissaire,  that  they  had  a  right 
if  at  aU,  if  the  legal  objections  were  not  to  be  made  to  the  whole 
daim,  at  the  most  for  £58,000  only.  If  they  meant  to  dispute 
that»  they  should  haye  disputed  it  then ;  and  they  must  be  taken 
as  against  themselyes  to  be  precluded  by  that  judgment ;  and  for 
£53,000,  if  at  all,  they  must  be  content  to  proye  and  claim. 
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J.C.  Well  then,  they  8^7  that  they  are  entiiled  to  hare  this  matter 

1874  inquired  into,  because  they  say  that  the  Court  has  aqted  without 
fCZ^  jurisdiction.  In  truth,  that  is  what  the  objection  comes  to.  They 
^^L^'  say  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  confirm  and  register  the 
«•  composition  must  be  limited  to  confirming  and  registering  a  com- 
position which  by  law  could  be  entered  into,  and  that  the  Court 
cannot  give  itself  jurisdiction  if  the  law  does  not  give  it.  They  say 
^^  that  here  they  axe  in  a  position  to  ptpve  that  a  sum  of  £3800  has, 
by  some  inischance,  been  omitted  from  tiie  schedule  of  debts ;  that 
is  the  sum  represented  by  Mr.  Walker  Badlf's  debt ;  and  that  the 
debt  of  another  gentleman,  of  the  name  of  Mourant,  has  been 
counted  twice  oyer.  His  debt  is  a  thousand  and  odd  pounds,  and 
that  would  bring  the  error  up  to  an  error  of  near  £5000.  They 
say  that  there  has  been  an  error  to  the  extent  of  something  near 
dC5000  in  the  casting  up  of  the  accounts,  and  that  debts  to  that 
amount  have  not  been  taken  into  the  account  in  estimating  the 
three-fouifths  in  value  and  number  which  the  second  article  of  the 
law  of  1867  requires.  Their  Lordd^ips  think  that  this  is  a  very 
serious  matter,  and  that  upon  that  point  the  Petitioners  should 
hare  leave  to  appeal;  that  it  would  be  right  that  this  question,  if 
it  be  a  mistake,  and  still  more  if  anything  of  this  kind  should  be 
done  intentionally,  is  one  which  it  is  very  fit  should  be  inquired 
into  by  appeal. 

The  difficulty  that  presented  itself  to  their  Lordships  was  that 
portion  of  the  16th  article  of  the  law  of  1867  which  states  that 
the  Boyal  Court  shall  have  th^  confirmation  and  registeiing  of 
compositions,  and  that  in  such  matters  the  Court  shall  determine 
summarily,  and  that  its  decisions  shall  be  final.  But  without 
saying,  and  without  intending  to  intimate,  that  the  words  of  that 
16th  article  do  or  could  take  away  from  Her  Majesty  in  Council 
the  right  to  re-examine  on  appeal  cases  where  it  was  <dear  that  a 
miscarriage  of  justice  had  arisen,  or  the  Court  had  clearly  exceeded 
its, powers,  or  had  done  that  which  was  manifestly  wrong,  it  is 
enough  to  say  in  this  case  that  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that 
the  law  must  be  construed  as  a  whole,  that  the  15th  and  16th 
articles  must  be  taken  together ;  and  that  as  the  15th  article  states 
that  a  composition,  to  be  binding,  must  be  signed  by  a  particular 
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portioa  of  creditora^  aad  as  it  is  oulj  auoh  a  oompoeition  that  the       J.  a 
Boyal  Co^rt  is.  entitled  to  register,  and  it  is  only  in  reference  to        ijB74 
such  a  composition  that  the  decisions  of  the  Court  are  to  be  final»      (Uncr 
the  Court  is  satisfied  that  the  very  foundation  of  the  jurisdiction  ^^^^^ 
of  the  Jeney  Court  would  be  wanting  if  the  errors  suggested  as         «- 
haying  taken  place  can  be  proved  to  have  taken  place  in  fact. 
And  without  at  all  intending  to  infringe  on  the  cases  which  haye 
been  determined  upon  other  states  of  circumstances  and  under       '^^'^* 
other  Acts  of  Parliament  or  Acts  of  Colonial  and  Foreign.  Legis- 
latoieSy  it  is  enough  to  say  that  here  it  seems  to  their  Lordships 
that  the  foundation  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Jersey  Court  would 
be  wanting  if  the  fieicts  which  are  stated  to  their  Lordships  should 
be  ultimately  proved  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal    Upon  that 
ground  it  is  plain  that  this  is  a  matter  to  be  examined  iuto  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  and  that  upon  that  ground  the  leave  to  appeal 
ought  to  be  given. 

Their  Lordships  limit  the  leave  to  appeal  to  those  two  points  :-r- 
the  point  as  to  Mr.  Walker BaUy'e  debt,  and  the  point  of  the  mistake 
as  to  ifoffrofifs  debt  being  stated  twice  over.  And  upon  those 
grounds  only  they  think  that  it  would  be  fit  that  the  decision  of 
the  Boyal  Court  of  Jeney  of  the  8th  of  August^  1874,  should  be 
re-considered  and  heard  upon  appeaL 

Their  Lordships  have*  said  nothing  on  the  ground  of  ddUofi/tee. 
It  is  far  better,  when  there  is  a  fair  ground  of  raising  all  that  their 
Lordships  think  fit  to  be  raised, — apart  from  all  personal  ques- 
tions,— so  to  raise  it.  A  doUance,  in  Mr.  de  Oeyfs  book  on  the 
Laws  of  Jersey^  is  very  properly  described  as  an  odious  proceeding. 
It  is  a  personal  charge  against  a  judicial  ofiicer, — a  personal  charge 
either  of  misconduct  or  of  negligence;  and  if  all  that  could  be 
gained  to  a  Petitioner  by  a  doUanee  is  gained  to  him  by  the 
ordinary  appeal  in  the  manner  in  which  their  Lordships  think  it 
open  to  this  Petitioner,  their  Lordships  think  it  right  to  confine 
him  to  that  ordinary  appeal,  and  to  dismiss  the  matter  as  regards 
the  doliance,  and  as  regards  the  personal  negligence  of  the  officer 
whose  character  would  be  impeached  by  granting  leave  to  bring 
such  a  doUcMoe  before  this  Committee. 

With  regard  to  the  matter  on  which  we  heard  Mr.  CbAan,  the 
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J.  0.       judgment  already  .pronoanoed  snffioiently  shews  what  the  opinion 

1874       of  their  Lordships  is.    It  is  right  that  Mr.  Walker  BaSy  should 

Ck£dit     ^^^  ^  leave  to  appeal  npon  the  grounds  stated, — ^that  hiff 

^^^^^  £3800  has  been  omitted  from  the  schedule  of  debts,  and  that  he 

V.         has  therefore  had  no  opportunity  of  either  assenting  or  dissenting ; 

— .'       and  that  the  absence  of  his  £3800  reduces  the  number  of  assents 

9,  ^      below  the  statutory  requisite ;  of  course  being  the  person  whose 

-^^       £3800  is  omitted,  he  has  a  right  to  inquire  into  the  same  decree 

of  the  Boyal  C!ourt  on  those  same  grounds. 

Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty 
to  grant  leave  to  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Boyal  Goorfr 
of  J&nmf  of  the  8th  of  August^  1874,  to  the  petitioners,  but  thi9 
appeal  is  to  ^be  restricted  to  two  questions ;  yis.,  1st,  whether  the 
sum  of  £3800,  being  the  amount  of  Mr.  Walker  Baibfz  debt^  ha» 
been  omitted  from  the  schedule  of  debts ;  and,  2ndly,  whether  the 
debt  of  Mr.  Uoura/ni  has  been  counted  twice  over.  These  appeals 
will  be  heard  together  with  the  appeals  now  pending  between  the 
same  parties  before  Her  Majesty;  but  £150  is  to  be  lodged  by 
each  of  the  petitioners  within  one  fortnight  as  security  for  the 
further  costs  occasioned  by  these  proceedings. 

Attorney  for  the  OridU  Foneier :  Mr.  F,  Eeritoffe, 
Attorneys  for  W.  Baily :  Messrs.  Dawes  dt  8om. 
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DAME  KENEIETTE  BROWN    ....    Appellant;  j,a» 

AND  1874 


LES    CURE    ET     MARGUILLIEBS     DE\  ^^^2^4' 

L'(EUVRE  ET  FABRIQUE  DE  NOTRE  [  Rbsfondbnts.   7,Si  Nw.n. 
DAME  DE  MONTREAL J 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEENS  BENCH  FOR  THE 

PROYINCB  OF  QUEBEC  IN  THE  DOMINION  OF  CANADA 

(APPEAL  SIDE.) 

J3taiu$  cfihe  Boman  OcUhoiie  Church  in  Lower  Canada^EccUiittgHoal  Burial 
— Praeiiee — Mandamuw-^BecuBoUo  judku, 

G^  a  lay  Roman  Catholic  parishioaer  of  Montreal^  on  the  18th  of  Novem- 
her»  1869,  died,  a  member  of  the  **  IntHM  Canadien^^  a  literary  society 
which  had  incurred  eooledastical  oensoreB.  In  his  lifetime  a  pastoral  letter  of 
the  Bishop  of  Moniredl  had  forbidden  such  membership  on  pain  of  being  de- 
prived of'  the  Sacrament "  meme  h  Partide  de  la  mort^  Dnriog  illness  the 
priest  who  administered  unction  had  refused  toadmimster  Holy  Communion ; 
and  at  his  death  six  years  thereafter  the  cur/ of  Montreal^  under  the  direction 
of  the  Inshop^  refused  **  la  B^pMwre  eoeiSriastiquB^  after  request  duly  made 
in  that  behalf;  that  is  to  say,  the  said  curd  refused  burial  in  the  larger  part 
of  the  local  cemeteiy,  in  which  Roman  Catholics  are  usually  buried  with 
the  rites  of  the  church,  and  in  which  the  greyes  are  consecrated ;  but  he 
offered  burial  without  rites  in  the  smaller  or  reserved  part,  in  which  the 
graves  are  never  consecrated,  and  in  which  are  buried  unbaptized  in&nts, 
criminals,  and  those  who  have  died  *'»ns  let  90oour$  om  U»  »aerement$ 
de  rj^ltse."  This  proposal  was  rejected,  though  G*8  widow  offered  to  accept 
burial  in  the  larger  part  without  religious  services. 

On  a  petition  by  G.'e  widow  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Respondents  upon 
receipt  of  the  customary  fees  to  bury  GJe  body  in  the  said  cemetery  confonn- 
ably  to  usage  and  law,  and  to  enter  such  burial  in  the  civil  register,  a  writ  of 
summons  was  issued  by  the  Superior  Court  which,  in  substance,  called  upon 
the  Respondents  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  be 
issued.  Thereupon  the  Respondents  petitioned,  inUr  alia^  that  the  writ  being 
of  summons  and  not  of  mandamus,  might  be  annulled  for  irregularity ;  tra- 
versed the  Plaintiff's  petition  and  pleaded,  first,  the  irregularity  above  men- 
tioned ;  secondly,  that  they  had  not  refused,  but  had  offered  such  burial  as  G. 
was  entitled  to ;  thirdly,  that  they  were  legal  proprietors  of  the  cemetery, 
free  from  civil  interference  or  control  as  respects  the  service  of  religion  and 
the  exercise  of  its  ceremonies,  and  were  legally  entitled  to  point  out  the 


*  Preiefi^:— LoBD  Sslbobmb,  Sib  Jambb  W.  Coltilb,  Sib  Robbbt  J.  Philu- 
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COIXIBB. 


158  OASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  R. 

J.  0,  precise  spot  in  the  cemetery  where  each  hnrial  was  to  be  made ;  that  they  were 

.p..  also  civil  oflScers  within  certain  limits,  and  civilly  responsible  in  that  capa- 


city only;  that  they  had  offered  snch  burial^  and  refnsedjiothing  bnt  ecclesi 

Bbowk  astical  burial,  on  the  ground  that  G,  had  been  for  ten  years  prerioualy  to 

Cijr£  Ao  de         ^^  death  '•  notoriously  and  publicly  subject  to  canonical  penalties,"  result- 

MoirrBXAL.  ing  from  the  before-mentioned  membership,  and  at  the  direction  of  the  proper 

—  ecclesiastical  authorities.    They  further,  in  special  replication  to  the  Plain- 

ti£ni  answer,  denied  that  the  civil  Courts  could  examine  the  grounds  of 

refosingecclesiastial  burial,  which  they  nevertheless  specified,  averring  thatln 

consequence  of  the  premises  G.  must  be  considered  '*  un  p^cheur  ptMic^  and 

Bg  BQch  d^priredof  ecclesiastical  burial  by  the  Boman  Catholic  rituaL 

E[Mf  firstly,  that  the  writ  of  summons  was  in  proper  form  aooocding  to  the 
Code  of  Procedure  in' OofUK^ei : 

Secondly,  that  G.  never  having  been  excommunicated  nominalim^  and 
never  having- been  adjndgedor  proved  to  be  ''un  pSek^rpMic  **  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Quebec  ritual,  was  not  at  the  time  of  his  death  under  any 
such  valid  ecclesiastical  sentence  or  censure  as  would,  according  to  the 
Qtceftee  ritual,  or  any  law  binding  upon  Roman  Catholics  in  Camada,  justify 
the  denial  of  eoolesiastioal  sepulture  to  his  remains. 

Thirdly,  that  the  Respondents^  who  were  sued  in  their  corporate  capacity  as 
holders.of  land  and  administrators  of  the  cemetery,  were  bound  to  give  to  (?.*• 
remains  burial  in  the  larger  part  of  the  cemetery,  on  payment  of  the  accus- 
tomed fees ;  and  that  a  peiemptoiy  writ  of  mandamus  should  be  issued 
accordingly. 

Qicjsre,  whether  their  Lordships"  would  have  power  in  a  suit  properly 
framed  for  that  purpose  to  order  the  performance  of  the  usual  religious 
rites. 

Although  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  Canada  may,  on  the  conquest  in 
1762,  have  ceased  to  be  an  established  church  in  the  full  sense  of  the 
term,  it  nevertheless  continued  to  be  a  church  recognised  by  the  state,  retain- 
ing its  endowments  and  .continuing  to  have  certain  rights  (e.^.,  the  percep- 
tion of  diiMB  from  its  members)  enforceable  at  law. 

Although  the  Civil  Courts  in  Canada  may  not  be  competent  to  entertain  a 
suit  in  the  nature  of  the ''  appd  comme  d^ahus/*  yet  the  jurisprudence  and 
precedents  relating  to  such  a  suit  may  be  considered  as  evidencing  the  law  of 
the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  Canada. 

Lang  Y.The  Bishop  qf  Capetown  (1)  approved. 

Even  if  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  Canada  were  to  be  rBgsrded  merely 
as  a  private  and  voluntary  religious  society  resting  only  upon  a  consensual 
basis,  Courts  of  Justice  are  still  bound,  when  due  complaint  is  made  that 
a  member  of  the  society  has  been  injured  as  to  his  rights  in  any  matter 
of  a  mixed  spiritual  and  temporal  character,  to  inquire  into  the  laws  and 
rules  of  the  tribunal  or  authority  which  has  inflicted  the  alleged  injury,  and 
to  ascertain  whether  the  act  complained  of  was  in  accordance  with  the  law  and 
rules  and  discipline  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  which  obtain  in  Loioer 
Canada^  and  whether  the  sentence,  if  any,  by  which  it  is  sought  to  be  justi- 
fied was  regularly  pronounced  by  competent  authority. 


(1)  1  Moore  P.  C.  (N.S.)  461. 
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SeiMe:  The  Eocl<a8iMd€al  Law  whieh  now  gorems  Boman  Gatholite  in  j.  q. 

Lower  Oanada  must  be  takeii  to  be  identical  with  that  which  gorerned  the  .^. 

FrsDch  province  of  Quebec  ;  except  so  far  as  modifications  are  proved  to  have  ^y^  ' 

been  introduced  by  valid  consensual  contract.  Baowv 

Thmt  Lordships  approved  the  lefosal  by  the  Oonrt  of  Queen's  Banch  to  oijBi,*ic 

reoeive  a  petitioa  of  reonsatioQ  agpunst  the  Judges,  alleging  that  they  aokn^w*  Uxmrs^Li, 

ledged  the  Boman  authority,  and  were  thereby  disqualified  to  try  whether  *~~~ 
the  civil  power  can  entertain  an ''  ojppel  comme  cPahue,** 

IHE  suit  in  which  this  appeal  arose  related  to  the  right  of 
Jo8^h  Chtibord,  a  printer  of  Montreal,  who  died  on  the  18th  of 
Kovember,  1869,  to  burial  in  the  cemetery  of  Iia  CStS  des  Neiffes, 
of  which  the  Bespondents,  a  Boman  Catholic  ecclesiastical  cor- 
poration, are  the  proprietors,  and  have  the  management  subject  to 
the  superior  ecclesiastical  authority. 

The  circumstances  anterior  to  the  suit,  and  out  of  which  the 
same  arose,  are  fullj  detailed  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships. 

On  the  20th  of  November,  1869,  M.  Doulre,  at  the  request  of 
the  widow  of  the  said  Chtbord,  Dame  Eenrtetle  Brown,  applied  to 
M.  Bousseloi,  who  was  the  curS  of  the  parish  of  Montreal,  and  to 
the  clerk  of  the  fcArique^  to  bury  Chitbord  in  the  cemetery, 
tendering  them  the  usual  fees.  M.  BoMsdot  knowing  that  Ouibord 
Iiad  been  a  member  of  the  Canadian  Institvie,  a  literary  society 
which  had  incurred  ecclesiastical  censures,  and  having  previously 
heard  of  his  death,  had  written  to  M.  Truteau,  the  grand  vicar,  who 
had  been  appointed  the  administrator  of  the  province  in  the 
absence  of  the  bishop,  asking  his  direction ;  and  M.  Truteau,  by 
his  answer,  directed  him  to  refuse  ecclesiastical  burial  to  OuiborcTs 
remains.  M.  Bousselot  thereupon  refused  to  bury  the  body  of 
Quibord,  except  in  the  part  of  the  burial-ground  in  which  persons 
not  members  of  the  Boman  Catholic  church  and  unbaptized 
infants  were  buried,  and  he  also  refused  to  allow  the  burial  to  be 
accompanied  by  any  funeral  rites;  the  officers  of  the  fabrique 
concurred  in  this  refusal.  M.  Doulre,  on  behalf  of  Madame 
Guibord,  agreed  to  accept  burial  of  the  deceased  without  religious 
rites,  so  long,  as  it  was  within  the  part  of  the  burial-ground  in 
which  members  of  the  Boman  Catholic  church  were  usually  buried, 
but  this  was  refused  by  the  eurS  and  the  fabrique, 

A  formal  notarial  protest  was  then  delivered  to  the  clerk  to  the 
fchrigue,  demanding  burial  for  the  body,  which  was  refused. 
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J.  0.  On  the  following  Sunday  afternoon,  the  2l8t  of  Noyember,  the 

1874       body  was  taken  to  the  cemetery ;  and  the  person  in  charge  having 

^n^      received  previous  instmctions  on  the  subject^  refused  to  receive  it 

^-^  ••         except  for  burial  in  the  part  divided  off  from  the  main  body  of  the 

MoMTBBAL.   burying-ground  as  hereinbefore  mentioned|  and  the  body  was  then 

"*~       placed  temporarily  in  the  Protestant  cemetery,  where  it  remained 

at  the  date  of  this  appeaL 

The  suit  was  commenced  by  a  petition  which  Dame  HenrieUe 
Brown  presented  to  the  Superior  Court  for  the  district  of  Mofdreal 
on  the  24th  of  November,  1869,  praying  that  a  writ  of  mandamus 
might  issue  addressed  to  the  Bespondents,  and  that  the  Respon- 
dents might  be  ordered,  on  payment  by  the  Petitioner  of  the 
customary  fees,  to  bury  the  body  of  the  late  Joieph  Chtibord,  con- 
formably to  custom  and  law,  in  the  Boman  Catholic  cemetery  of 
La  C6U  flea  Neiges  under  their  control  and  management,  vdthin 
eight  days  from  the  judgment  to  be  pronounced ;  and  further, 
that  the  Bespondents  might  be  ordered  to  enter  such  burial  in  the 
civil  register  also  conformably  to  custom  and  law;  the  whole 
with  costs  against  the  Bespondents.  The  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion were  to  the  effect  that  Joseph  Ouihord,  the  Petitioner's 
husband,  died  at  Montreal  on  the  18th  of  November,  1869,  in 
possession  of  the  civil  status  of  a  Boman  Catholic,  and  belonging 
to  the  Catholic  diocese,  and  to  the  parish  of  Montreal ;  that  the 
Bespondents  are  the  managers  and  custodians  of  the  only  Boman 
Catholic  cemetery  devoted  to  the  burial  of  persons  of  that  religion 
dying  in  the  city  and  parish  of  Montreal^  and  are  charged  by  law 
with  the  duty  of  burying  such  persons,  and  of  keeping  the  civil 
registers,  and  especially  the  register  of  burials  for  that  parish ; 
that  the  Bespondents  had  been  formally  required  on  the  20th  of 
November,  with  due  tender  of  fees,  to  bury  the  said  body  on  the 
next  day  in  the  cemetery  common  to  all  the  Catholics  of  the  said 
city  and  parish,  or  to  receive  the  said  body  on  the  next  day  in  the 
same  cemetery  for  the  purpose  of  burial,  and  had  formally  refused 
to  comply  with  such  requisition ;  that  the  Bespondents,  on  the 
21st  of  November,  the  body  being  then  within  the  bounds  of  the 
said  Catholic  cemetery,  had  again  been  required  with  due  tender 
of  fees  to  bury  it  in  such  cemetery,  and  had  refused  so  to  do ;  and 
that  in  consequence  of  such  refusal  the  body  had  been  deposited 
in  the  cemetery  of  Mont   Royal,  which*  was    not    devoted   to 
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Catholic  burials,  there  to  await  the  decision  of  the  Court  on  that        J.  C 
petition.  1874 

The  petition  was  supported  by  affidavits  sworn   by  Alphonse     Bsomi 
Dotdre  and  Alfred  Baisteau,  and  on  the  24ih  of  Noyember  a  writ  q^j^j^  p^ 
issned  by  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Monddet,  in  the  following   HomniAL. 

fonn: — 

"No.  222. 

''  Caur  SupSrieure  pour  le  Baa  Canada,  District  de  Montreal. 

**  Viehria,par  la  gr&cedeDieu,  BeinedaBoyaume  Uni  dela  Chrande 
Brdagne  et  d'Irlande,  Defenseur  de  la  Fai : 

'*  A  choGun  des  huisriers  de  la  diie  Cour  nommis  pour  le  district  de 
Montr ial: 
" Nous  vaue  ordonnons  d!a8signer[dan8  les  limites  du  district  de 
Montreal  les  euri  et  marffuiHiers  de  ToBuvre   et  fahrique  de  la 
paroisse  de  Montreal,  dans  le  district  de  Montrecd,  afin  qWHs  eomr 
faraissent  pardevant  un  des  HonordbUs  Juges  de  notre  dit  Oour 
Svperiewre  pour  le  Bas  Canada,  dans  la  eitS  de  Montreal,  dans  le 
district  de  MontrSal,  Mardi  le  trentieme  jowr  de  Novenibre  eourant, 
four  ripondre  a  la  demande  qui  sera  faite  eontre  eux  par  Dame 
Henriette  Brown,de  la  cite  deMontrSal,  vewve  defeu  JosephOuihord 
ou  QuSbort  alias  Joseph  Ouibord  dit  ArehambauU,  en  son  vivant  im- 
primeur,  de  la  eitS  et  du  district  de  Montreal,  pour  les  eausesi 
merUionnSes  dans  la  reguete  libellee  eirannexSe,  et  vous  noiM  rap^ 
porter ez  ahrs  eette  ordre. 
"  Enfoi  de  quci,  nous  avonsfait  apposer  aux  prSsenies le  seeau  de- 
In  forma    noire  dit  Cour  a  Montreal,  ee  vingUquairCeme  jour  de 
(L^s!)      Nbvembre  en  Townee  de  noire  Seigneur  mil  huit  eent~ 
muMte-et^ieufj  dans  la  trente-troisieme  annee  de  notre  regne^ 
(Signed)        **  Hubert,  Papineau,  &  Honey ^ 

**  Protonotaire  de  la  dite  Cowr!^ 

(On  the  back.)  ''  Le  prisent  bref  a  ete  hnanS  par  Vordre  da- 
T  Honorable  Charles  Monddet,  un  des  Juges  de  la  Cour  Superieure 
pour  le  Bas  Canada  a  MontrSal,  ee  vingt^uatrieme  jour  de 
Novembre  mU  huit  cent  soixante-^t-neuf. 

(Signed)   .   *' Hubert,  Papineau,  dt  Honeg, 

"P.C.S.- 

On  the  30th  of  Noyember  the  Bespondents  appeared  to  the 
V0L.VI.  8         M 
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J.  C.       writ,  and  the  Plaintiff  filed  the  certificates  of  the  Boman  Catholic 
1874       baptism  of  Jo9eph  Chnbord  and  of  her  Boman  Catholic  marriage 
Bbowh      ^th  him,  and  an  act  of  the  notarial  requisition  made  to  the 
CuBiTio  DE  I^8poJ^dents  on  the  20th  of  November. 

MosTBBAL.  On  the  10th  of  December  the  Bespondents  filed  a  petition, 
dated  the  Qth,  praying  that  the  writ  might  be  annulled  for  irr^u- 
larity,  as  containing  no  statement  either  of  the  Plaintiff's  or  of 
the  Bespondents'  capacity,  or  of  any  legal  duty  which  the  Be- 
spondents had  refused  or  omitted  to  perform,  nor  any  judidal  order 
for  the  Bespondents  to  perform  the  legal  act  or  duty  omitted  or 
neglected  by  them,  and  being  in  fact  a  simple  writ  of  summons 
and  not  of  mandamus. 

At  the  same  time  with  their  petition  the  Bespondents  filed 
a  general  traverse  of  the  writ  and  Plaintiff's  petition,  and  three 
pleas,  in  each  of  which  they  claimed  that  the  pretended  writ 
of  mandamus  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  first  plea  went  on  the  ground  of  the  irregularity  of  the 
writ,  in  which  the  same  defects  were  pointed  out  as  by  the  Bespon- 
dents' petition. 

The  second  plea,  meeting  simply  the  prayer  of  the  Plaintiff's 
petition,  averred  that  it  is  customary  in  the  Catholic  cemeteries 
of  L(ywer  Canada  to  bury  in  the  mornings,  and  at  hours  agreed  on 
with  the  curate  of  the  parish,  but  that  on  the  21st  of  November 
the  body  of  Joseph  Ouibord  had  been  brought  to  the  cemetery 
during  the  afternoon  divine  service,  and  without  previous  notice 
to  the  Bespondents,  who  therefore  were  not  and  were  not  bound 
to  be  present  there,  or  represented  there  by  any  person  autho- 
rized legally  to  authenticate  the  death  or  to  bury  the  body ;  but 
for  this  the  Bespondents  would  have  pointed  out  the  place  in  the 
cemetery  where  the  burial  should  be  made,  as  they  had  a  right  to 
do,  and  would  have  given  to  the  remains  such  burial  as  they 
were  entitled  to. 

The  third  plea  averred  that  the  service  (cuUe)  of  the  Boman 
Catholic  religion  in  CafMda  is  free,  and  the  exercise  of  its  leli- 
gious  ceremonies  of  whatever  nature  is  independent  of  all  ciTil 
interference  or  control;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  the 
freedom  of  that  religion,  the  law  recognises  the  Bespondents  as 
proprietors  of  the  Boman  Catholic  parish  church  of  Montreal  and 
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of  its  parsonage,  cemeteries^  and  other  dependences,  which  are  J.  c. 
all  Boman  Catholic  property  devoted  to  the  exclusive  use  and  ezer-  is74 
oiae  of  that  religion,  and  subject  to  the  exclusive  control  and  manage-  bbowh 
ment  of  the  Bespondents,  and  of  the  superior  Boman  Catholic  q^^^^V 
ecclesiastical  authority ;  that  the  Bespondents,  in  such  capacity,  MomtbbA. 
had  for  more  than  ten  years  been  proprietors  and  in  possession  of 
the  Boman  Catholic  cemetery  in  question,  and  are  empowered  by 
law  to  point  out  the  precise  spot  in  the  cemetery  where  each 
banal  is  to  be  made ;  that  besides  their  above-mentioned  capacity 
the  Bespondents  are  also  civil  officers  within  certain  limits, 
having  to  fulfil  certain  civil  duties  defined  by  law,  and  are  legally 
responsible  in  that  capacity  and  sphere  only ;  that  the  Bespon-* 
dents,  in  their  double  capacity  thus  existiog,  are,  by  the  Boman 
Catholic  religious  authority  and  by  the  law,  set  over  the  burial  of 
persons  of  Boman  Catholic  denomination  dying  in  the  parish  of 
Montreal^  and  are  responsible  to  the  religious  and  civil  authorities 
respectively  for  the  religious  and  civil  portions  of  such  functions ; 
that  the  Bespondents  for  the  execution  of  their  double  duty,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  immemorial  custom  of  the  Boman  Catholic 
parishes  throughout  the  country,  have  ^assigned  one  part  of  the 
cemetery  for  the  burial  of  persons  of  Catholic  denomination  and 
belief  who  are  buried  with  Boman  Catholic  religious  ceremonies 
and  another  part  for  the  burial  of  those  who  are  deprived  of 
eoclesiastical  burial ;  that  JoBeph  ChUbord  was  a  member  of  a  lite- 
rary society  at  Montreal,  called  the  Canadian  InsHttUej  and  as 
such  was  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had  been  for  about  ten 
years  previously,  notoriously  and  publicly  subject  to  canonical 
penalties  resulting  from  such  membership  and  involving  depriva- 
tion of  ecclesiastioal  burial ;  that  immediately  after  the  death  of 
Joieph  Chtibard  the  Bev.  Vietin'  BouiMlot,  Bomau  Catholic  priest, 
and  curate  of  the  parish  of  Montreal^  submitted  the  question  of 
his  religious  burial  to  the  Bev.  JIeasi$  FrSderie  Trvieau^  Vicar- 
General  of  the  Boman  Catholic  diocese  of  Montreal  and  adminis- 
trator of  the  diocese,  with  supreme  ecclesiastical  authority  therein, 
in  the  absence  of  the  Bishop,  by  virtue  of  the  rescript  of  the  Pope, 
dated  the  4th  of  October,  1868 ;  and  that  the  said  Administrator 
replied  by  a  decree  declaring  that  since  Joseph  ChUbord  was  a 
member  of  the  Canadian  IndUute  at  the  time  of  his  death,  ecde- 

3         m:^ 
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J.  C.        siastical  burial  ooold  not  be  granted  to  him ;  that  the  Plaintiff, 

1874       by  her  agents,  haying  required  M.  Boussdot  and  the  Bespondentv^ 

BaowN      to  give  to  the  body  both  religious  and  ciril  burial  in  the  cemetery 

CDBi,*io  VK^  question,  they  repeatedly  informed  the  said  agents  of  sucb 

HoaTuuL.   decree  of  the  Administrator  of  the  diocese,  and  that  in  conse-- 

quenoe  thereof  ecclesiastical  burial  could  not  be  granted  and  wa9 

refused,  but  that  they  were  ready  as  civil  officers  to  bury  the- 

remains  civilly,  and  authenticate  the  death  according  to  law, 

which  offer  was  never  accepted  by  the  Plaintiff  or  her  agents,  and 

that,  having  regard  to  the  above  fieusts,  the  Plaintiff  could  not 

claim  from  the  Respondents  for  the  remains  of  her  late  husband 

more  than  civil  burial,  and  that  under  the  conditions  laid  down  by 

the  ecclesiastical  laws  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  which  the* 

Respondents  had  never  refused.    The  same  plea  then  repeated 

the  averments  of  the  second  plea,  and  concluded  by  saying  that 

the  Respondents,  as  civil  officers,  had  not  neglected  or  refused  to 

perform  any  duty  imposed  on  them  by  the  law,  and  in  fact  had 

refused  nothing  but  ecclesiastical  burial,  for  the  refusal  of  which 

they  were  responsible  only  before  the  religious,  and  not  before  th& 

civil  authority. 

On  the  11th  of  December  the  Plaintiff  made  two  motions,  one- 
that  the  Respondents'  petition  for  the  amendment  of  the  writ 
might  be  rejected  with  costs,  the  other  that  the  Respondents'  first 
plea  might  be  rejected  and  struck  out  with  costs ;  alleging  in  each, 
among  other  reasons,  that  the  objections  made  to  the  writ  were  in 
the  nature  of  an  exception  to  form  {exeeption  d,  lafarme),  and  had 
not  been  brought  forward  within  the  time  allowed  for  such  an  ex- 
ception ;  or  been  accompanied  by  the  deposit  of  a  sum  for  costs. 
By  Art  107  of  the  Code  ofCivU  Procedure  the  time  to  take  an 
exception  to  form  is  four  days  from  the  return  of  the  writ ;  but  by 
Art  111  the  Court  has  power  to  order  that  the  omission  to  tako 
the  exception  in  such  time  shall  not  foreclose  the  party  from 
taking  it.  Mr.  Justice  Monddet  granted  the  first  motion,  but 
refused  the  second,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have 
met  the  plea  by  answer  and  not  by  motion ;  and  the  suit  has  since- 
been  proceeded  with  as  a  common  action  commenced  by  writ  of 
summons.  The  Plaintiff  filed  her  answer  on  the  16th  of  December, 
and  thereby  renewed  her  above-mentioned  objections  to  the  first 
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plea  by  an  answer  in  law,  or  a  demurrer  thereto,  and  traversed  the       J.  0. 
allegation  in  the  second  plea  as  to  the  custom  of  burying  in  the       1874 
morning.    To  the  third  plea  she  made  three  answers.    The  first      bbovh 
an  answer  in  law,  or  demurrer ;  the  second,  a  general  traverse  in  cobie,  Ac,  db 
fact;  the  third,  a  special  answer  both  in  law  and  in  fact.  Moitreal. 

The  first  answer  or  demurrer  to  the  third  plea  stated  that  it 
appeared  from  the  allegations  of  the  plea  in  question  that  theofier 
made  by  the  Bespondents  to  bury  the  body  of  the  deceased  con- 
tained and  implied  the  refusal  to  bury  it  in  the  cemetery  devoted 
to  the  burial  of  Boman  Catholics,  and  conformably  to  the  usages 
relating  to  such  burials  and  to  the  law.  But  the  substance  of  the 
answer  was,  that  by  the  French  law  existing  in  Canada  at  the 
time  of  the  cession  to  Oreai  Britain,  the  judicial  authority  repre- 
senting the  Sovereign  had  jurisdiction  to.  correct  and  prevent  the 
abuses  of  religions  authority  in  circumstances  such  as  those  which 
had  given  rise  to  this  action ;  that  the  burial  due  to  the  remains 
of  Joseph  Ouibord  was  a  consequence  of  his  civil  dcUtts  of  Boman 
Catholic,  and  that  as  well  since  as  before  the  cession  there  is  no 
^authority  in  the  country  independent  of  the  State  and  the  Civil 
Courts  in  any  matter  affecting  the  rights  of  the  subject ;  that  the 
plea  did  not  su£Bciently  state  the  canonical  penalties  alleged  by 
it,  and  particularly  did  not  shew  whether  they  had  been  pro- 
nounced against  Joseph  Chiibord  by  name,  a  condition  without 
which  the  Plaintiff  averred  that  they  could  not  have  the  effect 
Attributed  to  them  by  the  Bespondents;  and  that  since  the 
Canadian  Indihde  was  incorporated  by  a  public  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment of  the  late  province  of  Oanada,  no  authority  but  that  of 
Parliament  could  restrict  the  liberties  and  franchises  granted  to 
its  members  by  that  Act,  and  the  plea,  as  tending  to  attribute  to 
the  bishop  the  right  of  restricting  them,  constituted  an  attempt 
against  the  authority  of  the  Sovereign.  The  third  or  special 
answer  to  the  third  plea  repeated  the  substance  of  the  demurrer 
4o  the  same  plea,  and  then  went  into  long  allegations  and  argu- 
ments concerning  the  Canadian  InriUuie,  and  what  had  happened 
in  connection  therewith ;  in  the  course  of  which  it  was  alleged 
4hat  the  only  canonical  penalty  which  can  deprive  a  member  of 
the  Catholic  Church  of  ecclesiastical  burial  is  the  major  ezcom- 
onunication  pronounced  against  him  by  name,  and  that  the  major 
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J.  a       excommnnicatian  is  inyalid   tmless  it   has  been  preceded  by 

1874        notices  (nominations)  in  writing  served  on  the  person  whom  it  is 

Bbowk      to  affect;   and  as  the  result  of  such  allegations  and  arguments 

0d]i4  fta,  DB  ^^  ^^  denied  that  Joseph  ChUbord  was  subject  at  the  time  of  his 

MowniAL.    death  to  any  canonical  penalty.    The  Plaintiff  also  took  issue  on 

the  Kespondents'  plea  of  the  general  issue. 

On  the  31st  of  December,  1869,  the  Respondents  filed  a  general 
replication ;  and  on  the  3rd  of  January,  1870,  they  filed,  with 
leave  obtained,  a  special  replication  to  the  Plaintiff's  third  answer 
to  their  third  plea.  In  this  special  replication  the  Bespondents,  after 
reiterating  that  the  Civil  Courts  had  no  power  to  question  the 
decision  of  the  ecclesiastical  authorities  on  ecdesiastical  matters, 
and  could  not  therefore  inquire  whether  the  Grand  Yicar  had 
good  grounds  for  deciding  that  ecclesiastical  burial  should  be  re* 
fbsed  to  QuSbord  ;  cited  the  Decrees  of  the  Council  of  Trent  with 
regard  to  the  Index,  and  the  acts  done  by  the  Indiiui  Oanadieii; 
and  alleged  that  by  reason  thereof  CMbord  was  at  the  time  of  his 
death  considered  as  a  public  sinner,  and  subject  as  such  to  all  the 
canonical  pains  imposed  by  the  Boman  Catholic  ritual,  entailing 
amongst  other  things  the  loss  of  ecclesiastical  burial,  and  that 
therefore  the  Bespondents  were  justified  in  refusing  it. 

The  Petitioner  on  the  6th  of  January  joined  issue  on  the  special 
replication. 

The  cause  came  on  before  Mr.  Justice  Mondeld  on  the  17th  of 
March,  1870,  on  the  Plaintiff's  demurrers  to  the  Bespondents'  first 
and  third  pleas,  on  the  merits  of  the  cause,  on  a  motion  by  the 
Plaintiff  that  if  judgment  should  be  given  in  her  favour  it  might 
be  executed  notwithstanding  any  appeal,  and  on  two  motions  by 
the  Bespondents  for  the  rejection  of  certain  parts  of  the  evidence 
to  which  they  had  objected  at  the  examination  of  the  witnesses. 

On  the  2nd  of  May,  1870,  Mr.  Justice  Mandelet  pronounced  the 
judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  refusing  all  the  motions  on  both 
sides,  allowing  the  demurrers  to  the  Bespondents'  first  and  third 
pleas,  and  on  the  merits  of  the  cause  adjudging  and  ordering  the 
plaintiff  to  present  the  body  of  Joseph  Chibord  at  the  cemetery 
with  a  requisition  to  the  Bespondents  to  give  to  it  therein  by  the 
curate  of  the  parish,  or  by  such  other  priest  as  should  be  duly 
appointed  for  that  purpose,  the  burial  determined  by  custom  and 
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law,  and  ordering  the  lasne  of  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus       j.  o. 
ocnunanding  the  Bespondents  on  saoh  requisition  to  give  to  the       ig74 
body  the  aforesaid  buriali  according  to  usage  and  law,  and  such  as      bbowm 
10  giyen  to  the  remains  of  any  parishioner  who,  like  him,  dies  in  q^^\ 
possession  of  his  ttaim  of  a  Roman  Catholic,  and  to  enter  the  MamssAL. 
death  of  Ja$^h  ChAard  in  the  parochial  register  according  to  law.       ^^ 
The  judgment  also  condemned  the  Bespondents  in  costs ;  but  the 
writ  of  mandamus  did  not  issue  as  ordered,  an  appeal  to  the  Court 
of  Beview  being  immediately  entered. 

The  judgment  declared  that  it  was  rendered  without  regard' 
either  to  the  Plaintiff's  special  answer  to  the  third  plea  or  to  the 
Bespondents*  special  reply  to  that  answer,  which  had  displaced  the* 
question  legitimately  arising  in  the  cause,  and  which  the  parties 
had  acted  erroneously  in  not  setting  down  to  be  heard  on  the  law ; 
and  the  grounds  of  the  judgment  were  stated  to  be  that  the 
Bespondents  were  proved  to  have  refused  to  give  to  the  body  the 
burial  which  by  law  and  custom  they  were  bound  to  give  it  in  the 
Catholic  cemetery  of  La  06U  des  Neiffe$;  that  such  refusal  was  a 
violation  of  the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  laws  and  of  the  canons; 
that  the  decree  of  the  administrator  of  the  diocese  was  illegal ; 
that  the  said  administrator  was  mistaken  in  drawing  the  refusal 
of  ecclesiastical  burial  as  a  conclusion  from,  the  bishop's  refusal  of 
absolution,  even  in  articulo  mortis^  or  that  if  the  bishop  intended 
such  a  consequence,  he  was  himself  guilty  of  an  abuse  of  power, 
condemned  both  by  civil  and  by  ecclesiastical  law ;  that  the 
burial  offered  by  the  Bespondents  was  inadmissible  •  because  it 
would  amount  to  flinging  out  the  body  like  dirt  to  the  scavenger 
{jder  h  la  vairie),  and  that  Joseph  Ouibord  at  the  time  of  his 
death  was  in  possession  of  his  status  of  a  Boman  Catholic,  and  of 
a  parishioner  of  the  parish  of  Montreal,  and  of  all  the  rights  thereto 
attached  by  law. 

On  the  23rd  of  June,  1870,  the  cause  was  heard  on  appeal  by 
the  Court  of  Beview,  composed  of  Justices  Berthdoi,  Maekay,  and 
Torrance,  who  on  the  10th  of  September  gave  judgment,  reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,*^  and  quashing  the  writ  of 
mandamus  and  dismissing  the  Plaintiff's  petition  with  costs  in 
favour  of  the  Bespondents,  as  well  in  the  Superior  Court  as  in  the 
Court  of  Beview.    The  reasons  assigned  were  that  the  so-called 
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J.  C.       writ  of  mandamus  was  insufficient ;  particularly  in  oontaining  no 
1874       command  to  perform  anything ;  that  the  Bespondents  are  not  the 
Bfiom      keepers  of  the  civil  registers ;  that  the  demand  of  burial  in  the 
CuB^  *ia  DE  I*^^*^ff*8  petition  was  yague,  and  the  order  for  burial  contained 
MoRTMUL.  in  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  was  erroneous  in  not  speci- 
fying what  kind  of  burial  was  meant ;  that  it  was  not  in  the  power 
of  the  Bespondents  to  perform  ecdesiastical  burial,  and  that  they 
had  offered  mere  burial  before  the  Plaintiff  presented  her  petition  ; 
and  that  the  Superior  Court  had  gone  beyond  the  prayer  of  the 
petition  in  commanding  the  curate  of  the  parish  to  perform  the 
burial  mentioned  in  its  judgment 
Mr.  Justice  Maekay,  said : 

^^The  original  writ  is  faulty.  It  ought  to  have  contained  a 
command,  so  that,  if  peremptory  writ  ordered,  it  might  follow  the 
language  of  the  original. 

''The  Plaintiff's  conclusions  are  faulty,  vague,  and  in  part 
unfounded  and  unwarranted.    Two  things  are  asked : — 

**1\  Order  to  bury  in  the  Boman  Catholic  cemetery  Joseph 
QM/thord  conformably  to  the  usages  and  the  law. 

''  2^  To  insert  on  the  register  of  the  tkat  CivU  the  certificate  of 
such  burial  conformably  to  the  usages  and  the  law. 

''As  to  the  first:  Under  such  vague  conclusion  the  point  really 
meant  to  be  tried  is  hidden.  That  the  Defendants  are  bound  to 
bury  Qmbord'xn  the  Boman  Catholic  cemetery  according  to  the 
usages  and  the  law  is  indisputable  and  not  disputed.  Peremptory 
mandamuid  to  do  this  would  nevertheless  leave  things  just  as  un- 
settled between  Plaintiff  and  Defendants  as  they  were  the  day 
before  the  Plaintiff  presented  her  reguUe. 

"  There  are  two  kinds  of  burials  and  places  accordingly  in  that 
cemetery,  according  to  the  usages  and  the  law.  We  see  at  the 
end  of  the  case  that  one  kind  and  place  would  be  of  no  interest  to, 
and  would  not  be  acceptable  by,  the  Plaintiff,  who  wants  to'  get 
burial  for  her  husband  in  another  particular  part  of  the  cemetery, 
where  only  ecclesiastical  burial  is  performed. 

"  Whatever  may  be  meant  by  the  vague  conclusion  referred  to, 

,  no  peremptory  mandamus  ought  to  be  or  need  be ;  for  ecdesiastical 

burial  the  Defendants  cannot  give,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 

case,  in  the  part  of  the  cemetery  where  usually  ecclesiastical  inter- 
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mmt  18 ;  and  as  to  ciyil  burial  or  mere  intennent,  and  place  for  J.  0. 
Una,  in  the  cemetery.  Defendants  offered  it  before  the  requite  for  1874 
mandamus  was  presented.  Baoinr 

''As  to  the  second  conclusion:  It  prays  for  a  thing  to  be  done  cub^^Ao.,  db 
by  Defendants  that  they  have  not  oflSce  or  duty  to  do.  Momtkbal. 

''  The  parish  priests  are  the  persons  appointed  to  keep  the  regis- 
ters of  the  £iat  Civil  of  Boman  Catholics.  Suppose  these  Defen- 
dantBy  if  they  could  get  access  to  the  registers,  to  give  a  certificate, 
purporting  to  be  from  them,  it  would  have  no  weight  at  all. 

Proceeding  to  the  judgment  complained  of,  it  is  bad,  for 
seyeral  reasons ;  for  instance,  for  vagueness. 

^  The  peremptory  mandamus  ordered  by  it  would  be  useless, 
and  could  lead  to  nothing  but  trouble.  *  The  command '  (says 
WHeoek)  *  must  be  to  perform  some  definite  and  specific  act  or 
acts;  so  that  a  certain  and  conclusive  return  may  be  made  that 
the  act  is  done.*    There  is  no  such  command  here. 

**  Execution  of  this  peremptory  mandamus  might  be  by  burying 
Ouihard  in  the  smaller  part  of  the  cemetery  reserved  for  mere 
interment,  or  so-called  eipuUure  eivikf  and  returning  *  buried  eon- 
Jormim/emt  aux  magee  et  ala  hi* 

^'  This  would  be  quite  unsatisCeustory  to  Plaintiff. 

"Whether  we  take  the  judgment  as  ordering  ecclesiastical  or 
mere  civil  burial  without  ecclesiastical  ceremony,  it  is  bad,  for 
like  reasons  as  I  have  stated  against  the  reqvkete^e  conclusions  for 
burial. 

**  The  judgment  is  bad  also  for  having  granted  the  second  or 
last  conclusion  of  Plaintiff;  that  is,  for  Defendants  to  be  ordered 
to  insert  in  the  registers  of  the  &at  OivU  the  oertifioate  of 
QvAorcCs  burial.  What  I  have  said  against  the  conclusion  itself 
is  equally  applicable  to  this  latter  part  of  the  judgment  under 
reyiew. 

**  In  fact  mandamus  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed  to  issue  at 
all  towards  compelling  Defendants  to  such  a  work,  which  (as  I 
liave  said  before)  they  have  not  office  or  duty  to  do. 

''The  judgment  is  bad  too  for  dismissing  Defendants'  third 
exception,  as  it  has  done. 

^  It  is  bad  also  for  ordering  the  eurS  to  do  things.  Art.  17, 
Code  de  Proe.  is  violated  by  this. 
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J.  0,  **  The  Plaintiff  did  not  ask  for  the  curS  to  be  condemned.    The 

1874       judgment  in  this  respect  is  idtra  pelUa  ;  and  for  this  the  etire,  had 

Bbown      he  seen  fit,  might  have  proceeded  independently  by  iieree  oppo9itim 

CuBi  *io  Di  ^g^^J^^  ^^'    (Arts.  16  and  510,  Code  de  Proc,) 

MoHTRBAL.       «  Our  judgment  ought  to  reverse  the  one  appealed  from,  and  to 

hold  that  sufficient  cause  has  been  shewn  by  Defendants  against  any 

peremptory  mandamus  whatever,  and  that  the  original  mandamus 

ought  to  be  superseded,  and  the  requete  Ubettie  dismissed." 

Prom  this  judgment  the  Petitioner  on  the  19th  of  October, 
1870,  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  appeal  side. 

On  the  2nd  of  December,  1870,  she  presented  petitions  of  re- 
cusation against  four  of  the  Judges  about  to  hear  the  cause,  viz., 
Duml,  C.J.,  Caran,  Drummond,  and  Monk,  JJ.,  as  being  dis- 
qualified for  hearing  it  under  s.  176  of  the  Canadian  Code. 

The  petition  suggested  inter  alia  that  the  Judges  acknowledged 
the  authority  of  the  Boman  power.  That  the  Boman  power  had 
decreed  that  it  is  necessary,  under  pain  of  anathema  and  excom- 
munication, to  believe  that  the  civil  power  has  not  the  right 
which  is  designated  under  the  name  of  ''  appel  eomme  d^abus.^' 
That  one  of  the  questions  in  this  case  is  whether  the  civil  power 
has  such  a  right.  The  petitions  demanded  of  the  Judges  to 
declare  whether  these  and  the  other  statements  contained  in 
them  were  true.  Upon  the  petitions  being  presented,  Duval^ 
C.J.,  Caron,  BadgUy,  and  Mcmh^  JJ.,  being  in  Court,  took  time  to 
consider  what  course  to  pursue,  and  on  the  9th  of  December,  the 
same  Judges  being  present,  refused  to  receive  the  petitions,  or 
allow  them  to  be  entered  in  the  register  of  the  Court. 

On  the  7th  of  September,  1871,  the  Court  (DuvaJ,  C.  J.,  Caron, 
Drummond,  Badgley,  and  Monk,  J  J.)  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  upon  grounds  on  which  the  Court  differed. 

Caron,  J.,  held,  1.  That  the  writ  was  void  for  not  contdning  a 
command.  2.  That  it  ought  to  have  been  addressed  to  the  cure 
and  not  to  the  fahrique,  the  eurS  alone  having  the  superinten- 
dence of  burials,  and  the  duty  of  making  entries  in  the  registers. 
3.  That  the  request  made  was  for  civil  burial  only,  and  that  that 
was  offered ;  and  fourthly,  that  the  condition  that  the  burial  should 
be  in  a  particular  part  of  the  burial-ground  was  justifiable. 

Dwval,  C.J.,  expressed  himself  of  a  similar  opinion  upon  all 
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the  pointed  bat  founded  his'jadgmeiit  apon  the  defect  in  the  form       J.  0« 
of  the  \?rit.  1874 

Drummond^  J.,  held  the  writ  right  in  form^  and  correctly  ad-      ^^ 
dressed,  and  ooncorred  golely  on  the  ground  that  the  P^^©'*COT<*ia  ox 
Tested  in  the  French  Courts  of  Canada  to  adjudicate  on  certain   Hohwial. 
cases  affecting  spiritual  rights  and  duties  had  ceased  on  the 
coimtry  being  ceded   to  a  Protestant  Soyereign,  and  that  the 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  ecclesiastical  burial  when 
refused  by  the  ecclesiastical  authorities. 

Badffley,  J.,  held  the  writ  right  in  fornix  and  that  the  Court  bad 
power  to  enforce  the  performance  of  the  duties  mentioned  in  the 
petition  though  affecting  spiritual  rights,  and  concurred  solely 
on  the  ground  that  the  writ  and  mandate  required  the  perform- 
ance of  two  duties,  and  not  one  only,  and  that  to  one  of  the 
duties,  tIz.,  making  entries  in  the  registers,  the  Eespondents  were 
not  liable. 

ifoni,  J.,  held  that  the  writ  and  all  the  proceedings  were 
Tegular  and  sufficient^  and  concurred  only  on  the  ground  that,  con- 
sidering the  offer  made  by  the  Respondents,  the  matters  in  dispute 
between  the  parties  were  matters  orer  which  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction. 

The  Petitioner  then  obtained  leave  to  appeal  to  the  Queen  in 
Conncil,  and  a  petition  of  appeal  was  accordingly  presented, 
dated  the  12th  day  of  June,  1872. 

On  the  24th  day  of  March,  1873,  Dame  HenrteOe  Broum, 
the  Appellant,  died,  haying  by  her  will,  dated  the  22nd  of 
October,  1870,  devised  to  the  InstiM  CanaAien  all  her  moveable 
and  immoveable  goods,  corporeal  and  incorporeal  rights,  names, 
claims,  rights  of  action,  and  other  goods  of  whatever  kind,  ap- 
pointing them  her  universal  legatee. 

The  InriiM  Oanadieny  at  a  meeting  held  the  2nd  of  April, 
1872,  resolved  to  accept  the  said  legacy  under  benefit  of  inven- 
tory, and  to  continue  this  appeal,  and  benefit  of  inventory  was 
duly  granted  to  them  by  an  order  of  the  Superior  Court  on  the 
15tb  of  April,  1872. 

The  InstiiiU  Canadim  accordingly  presented  a  petition  to  Her 
Majesty  in  Council  for  leave  to  continue  this  appeal,  and  by  an 
Order  in  Council,  dated  the  26th  day  of  June,  1873,  it  was 
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J.  C.       ordered  that  the  said  Inslitut  Oanadien  should  be  allowed  to  con- 

1874       tmae  this  appeal  without  prejadice  to  any  question  which  might 

Bbowh      ^  raised  on  the  hearing  thereof  as  to  the  competency  of  the 

OuB^^fto  DB  •'^^•^^  Canadien  as  uniyersal  legatee  of  the  late  Petitioner  to 

MoHTBXAL.   continue  the  appeal,  and  the  appeal  was  revived  accordingly. 

Mr.  Deuire,  Q.C.  (of  the  Canadian  Bar)  and  Mr.  Bompas  for 
the  Appellant. 

Mr.  Matthews,  Q.C.  and  Mr.  WesUaJce,  Q.G.  for  the  Bespondents. 

Mr.  BampaSf  as  to  the  competency  of  the  IngtUut  Canadien  as 
universal  legatee  to  continue  the  appeal,  submitted  that,  according 
to  the  French  Canadian  law,  whatever  the  nature  of  the  action 
was,  even  though  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff  put  an  end  to  the 
right  sought  to  be  enforced  by  the  action,  his  heir  or  personal 
representative  might  continue  the  action  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
forcing his  right  to  costs.    See  also  Canada  Code  of  Civil  Proee- 
dure,  sects.  438  and  1154.     [Mr.  Matthews  denied  that  there  was 
any  pecuniary  interest,  but  admitted  that  under  the  Canadian 
Code  of  Procedure  the  heir  of  a  person  who  has  once  instituted  an 
appeal  may  continue  it]     [Lobd  Selbobne  : — There  are  three 
questions  with  regard  to  costs  in  this  case — (1)  of  the  original 
hearing;  (2)  under  the  decree;  (3)  of  this  appeal.  .  Is  there  any 
rule  in  Canada  providing  an  appeal  as  to  costs  only  ?]     Appel- 
lant has  a  loeus  standi  simply  on  the  ground  that  the  question  of 
costs  gives  a  pecuniary  interest     1  Pigeau^  342,  par.  4.     As  to  the 
Canadian  judges  refusing  to  allow  the  recusation  to  be  filed: 
1st  The  recusation  was  well  founded,  for  when  the  principal  ques- 
tion in  the  cause  is  such  that  the  Judges  admit  that  they  believe 
they  will  render  themselves  liable  to  ecclesiastical  pains  and 
penalties  if  they  decide  it  one  way  they  are  liable  to  be  recused. 
It  is  not  at  all  unusual  in  the  French  Courts  for  all  the  Judges  to 
be  objected  to.    The  law  at  present  relating  to  recusation  is  con- 
tained in  sect  176-191  of  the  Code  of  Proeedwe.    There  was  at 
any  rate  no  power  in  the  Court  to  refuse  to  receive  a  petition  of 
recusation  when  presented,  even  though  in  itself  invalid.     An 
English  Judge  is  incapacitated  from  trying  a  case  on  the  ground 
of  self  interest.    In  French  law  he  is  recusable  if  he  has  made 
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known  his  opinion  or  professionally  taken  part  on  either  side :       j.  o. 
1  Pigeau,  366,  867.  1874 

There  is  no  decision  as  to  the  status  of  the  Boman  Catholic  browh 
Cboich  in  Canada.  There  is  a  sense  in  which  it  is  an  established  ^  .  ^: 
church.  If  it  is  not  trae  that  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  is  Moktbeal. 
established,  then  it  is  a  voluntary  association,  with  certain  rights  ""^ 
and  privileges  which  have  not  been  lost  by  the  cession  of  Canada 
to  Enffland,  which  cannot  be  taken  away  by  the  bishops,  and 
which  are  protected  by  law.  As  to  the  remedy  resorted  to,  wherever 
a  mandamus  will  lie  in  England  it  will  lie  in  Canada.  If  this  is 
an  established  church  a  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  ecclesiastical 
bmial;  if  it  is  a  voluntary  church,  then,  under  Article  1022  of 
the  Canadian  Procedure  Code,  wherever  there  is  a  corporation  a 
mandamus  will  lie  against  the  corporate  officers.  [Lobd  Sel- 
BOBNE : — ^Are  the  ecclesiastical  authorities  recognised  by  law  in 
Canada  1]  Yes,  up  to  the  time  of  the  cession  the  Boman  Catholic 
Church  was  established,  ai^d  the  cession  did  not  alter  their  civil 
rights,  although  all  appeal  to  the  Pope  is  shut  out  by  the  Statute 
1  Eliz.  c.  1,  which  transfers  appeals  from  the  Pope  to  the  Crown  of 
England.  [SiB  B.  Phillimobe  : — Smce  the  cession  has  there  been 
no  appeal  to  the  Pope  in  Canadal]  Such  appeals,  if  any,  are  in 
contravention  of  1  Eliz.  [Lord  Selbobhe  :— That  Statute  is  not 
nnderstood  to  make  it  an  offence  at  law  for  Boman  Catholics  in 
this  country  or  in  Ireland  to  carry  appeals  to  the  Pope.  The  Pope  is 
a  sort  of  arbitrator  taking  a  legal  view  of  their  position,  whom  they 
may  consult  upon  the  question.]  Possibly  such  an  appeal  would, 
under  the  statutes,  involve  an  Appellant  in  pains  and  penaltiea 
Here  the  bishop  did  not  pronounce  judgment,  and  the  right  remedy 
is  in  the  Civil  Courts.  [Lobd  Selbobke  : — The  complaint  is  that 
burial  was  offered  in  that  portion  of  the  cemetery  which  was  set 
apart  for  persons  not  in  possession  of  full  rites  of  the  Church.} 
Which  is  set  apart  for  such,  and  also  for  those  persons  who  are 
not  Boman  CathoUcs.  [Sib  B.  Phillihobe  : — ^No  Protestant  can 
claim  burial  there.]  That  is  doubtful,  but  at  least  the  fabrique  had 
a  right  to  grant  permission  for  their  burial  if  it  saw  fit.  [Lobd  Sel- 
bobne  :^By  your  petition  you  complain  of  the  refusal  of  sepulture, 
not  of  sepulture  in  a  particular  manner.]  We  ask  for  it  according 
to  usage  and  law,  which  involves  sepulture  with  the  services  of  the 
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J.  0.       Church  in  consecrated  ground.    The  peremptory  writ  proceeded 
1874       in  the  form  of  our  application.    We  alleged  our  Roman  Catholic 
Bbowh      slatw,  and  that  we  were  a  parishioner  of  the  parish  of  Mmtred. 
CcR^*    D  t®^  Babnes  Peaoook: — ^With  regard  to  the  religious  service, 
MoHTBBAL.  how  cau  a  corporate  body  be  ordered  to  read  it?]    The  parish 
'  concerns  are  governed  by  the  curS  and  mourguHUerz,  and  the  man- 

damus was  directed  to  the  pecsons  who  were  to  perform  the  act» 
and  not  against  the  corporation. 

Our  claim  is  that  we  are  entitled  to  full  ecclesiastical  burial,  and 
if  that  cannot  be  obtained,  at  least  that  the  body  be  placed  in  the 
consecrated  ground.  The  French  Civil  Courts  enforced  ecclesiaa^ 
tical  rites,  sacraments,  and  so  on,  because  it  was  a  species  of  libel 
and  public  disgrace  for  them  to  be  refused.  The  civil  stduB  of  a 
Bon^rn  Catholic  inyolyes  in  all  Civil  Courts  certain  rights.  [Loan 
Selbosnx  : — Your  petition  does  not  claim  the  status  which  involves 
the  right  to  ecclesiastical  burial.  The  expression  ^^  usages  of  law  " 
means  general  usages  of  general  law.  It  does  not  claim  any  special 
rights  arising  out  of  a  particular  ecclesiastical  condition.]  On  the 
evidence  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  anything  amounting 
to  a  valid  excommunication  according  to  the  French  law,  and  the 
Defendants  have  not  alleged  or  proved  any  matter  which  could  at 
all  deprive  Joseph  Owbord,  according  to  the  French  ecclesiastical 
law,  of  his  status  as  a  Boman  Catholic.  [Sm  Babnes  Peaoogk  :— 
Would  a  mandamus  lie  to  compel  the  curS  to  do  what  he  was  for- 
bidden from  Bome  to  do  ?]  Certainly.  The  Civil  Courts  of  France 
compel  ecclesiastical  officers  to  perform  rite&  The  French  Boman 
Catholic  law,  by  virtue  of  the  GalUcan  liberties,  differed  from 
Boman  Catholic  law  in  other  countries.  The  French  Courts 
haye  frequently  compelled  ecclesiastical  burial.  French  Boman 
Catholics  were  entitled  to  appeal  to  the  Civil  Courts  in  matters 
ecclesiastical  wherever  the  ecclesiastical  authorities  transgressed 
the  canons  recognised  by  the  French  Church.  This  right  is 
treated  by  the  French  legal  authorities  as  part  of  the  common  law 
of  the  land,  not  conferred  on  Frenchmen  by  statute,  but  resting  on 
the  ground  that  the  King  was  the  source  of  all  authority :  MerUn'i 
BSpertoire,  tit. '  QaMieane  Liherte'  The  Crown  of  France  was  the 
head  of  the  ecclesiastical  as  well  as  the  civil  portion  of  the  state, 
and  had  absolute  jurisdiction  in  ecclesiastical  as  well  as  civil 
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matten.    In  Oanada^  up  to  the  time  of  the  cession,  the  Canadian       J.  C. 
Courts  had  power  to  hear  both  classes  of  cases.  1874 

It  has  been  admitted  by  the  Bespondents  and  the  Judges  of  the      bbowit 
Courts  below  that,  according  to  the  old  French  law,  the  Superior  0^^,40.  di 
Courts  called  Parliaments  had  authority  to  prevent  any  abuse  by  Momtbeal. 
the  eodosiastioal  authorities  of  their  powers.    A  long  series  of 
decisions  established  what  was  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Canon  Law 
in  force  in  France^  and  the  Civil  Courts  restrained  all  acts  of 
priests  or  bishops  contrary  to  such  ecclesiastical  law  or  to  the 
ciyil  law  of  the  country,  whether  in  the  way  of  omission  or  com- 
mission.    The  proceedings  for  this  object  were  termed  afpds 
wmme  Sahu$,  and  the  Civil  Court  enforced  upon  the  Boman 
Catholic  dergy  the  administration  of  the  Sacraments,  and  the 
taking  off  of  excommunication  when  the  former  had  been  refused, 
or  tbe  latter  imposed  in  contravention  of  the  ecclesiastical  or  civil 
law  of  France. 

The  CanseU  Snpirieur  of  QuAeo  was  established  in  1663  by 
the  French  king^  by  an  edict  which  gave  to  it  power  '*  to  hear  all 
causes,  civil  and  criminal,  to  judge  finally  or  in  last  resort  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  and  ordinances  of  his  kingdom,  and  to  proceed  as 
far  as  might  be  in  the  form  and  manner  practised  upon  resort  to 
the  Court  of  the  Parliament  of  Pcms.^ 

Finally,  the  Canadian  Legislature  succeeded  to  the  powers  of 
the  Parliament  of  Paris.  The  powers  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  were  derived  from  84  Greo.  8,  c.  6  (jCklonial  Act\  the 
powers  of  the  Superior  Court  were  derived  under  Consolidaied 
Statutes  of  Lower  Canada^  p.  667,  see  chap.  78,  ss.  4  &  6 ;  the 
powers  possessed  by  the  fonner  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  being 
expressly  transferred  to  the  present  Superior  Court  by  the  pro- 
vincial Act^  12  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  8.  [Mr.  WesOake  admitted  that 
the  Superior  Council  of  QuAee  was  entitled  to  hear  a/ppel  comme 
iabus.  What  that  ofpel  was  is  another  question.]  As  to  the 
powers  exercised  by  the  Civil  Courts  over  burial :  Merlin's  ESper- 
toire,  m.  "Sepultwre"  Nos.  X  and  2.  [Lobd  Sklbobnb  :— The 
cemetery  there  spoken  of  corresponds  with  an  English  parochial 
churchyard.]  This  cemetery  had  all  the  incidents  of  an  ordinary 
Boman  Catholic  churchyard.  Two  systems  of  parishes  overlie 
each  other;  one  the  Church  of  England,  the  other  the  Boman 
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J.  G.       Catholic,  each  independent  of  the  other,  each  regulating  its  owit 
1874       affairs,  and  a  Boman  Catholic  is  entitled  as  of  right  to  be  buried 
Bbowv      ^^  ^^^  Boman  Catholic  churchyard  unless  he  has  been  validly  ex- 
Gus^  fta       communicated :  Merlin's  Repertoire,  tii.  " Sepulture**  No. 2, case  of 
MosTHBAL.  Jean  Alexandre  Boihau.    [Sib  Bobert  Fhillimobe  : — May  not 
a  man  be  excommunicated  by  notoriety?]     Merlin  neyer  men- 
tions anything  except  the  cases  of  a  heretic  a,nd  those  who  bave 
been  excommunicated  nominaJtim.     Some  ecclesiastical  writers 
mention  cases  like  murder.    The  Decrees  of  the  Council  of  Trent 
were  held  to  be  contrary  to  the  common  law  of  France  because 
they  contained  the  very  clause  upon  which  the  bishop  relied  in 
this  case :  Deniaart,  tit.  ''SepuUwre;*  11, 12, 13, 16.    [Lobd  Sel- 
bobne: — Can  you  shew  that  the  Canadian  Civil  Courts  have, 
directly  or  indirectly,  exercised  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  since  the 
cession  7]    Yes ;  indirectly — a  child  was  ordered  to  be  baptized ; 
see  Samois  v.  Bousse. 

Even  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  effect  of  the  cession  has  been 
to  disestablish  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  and  depriye  the  Givil 
Courts  of  the  power  they  possessed  of  ordering  the  perform- 
ance of  ecclesiastical  rites,  it  must  then  be  decided  whether 
according  to  the  rules  of  the  voluntary  association  Qutbord  was 
entitled  to  burial  wmplieUer  in  the  reserved  part  [Sib  Montague 
E.  Smith  : — If  you  claim  burial  there  without  the  rites  it  is  ques- 
tionable whether  ^such  claim  is  not*  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the 
association.]  We  ask  for  the  whole  order,  though  only  half  of  it 
may  be  enforceable.  * 

Ecclesiastical  law  has  become  part  of  the  common  law  of  Canada 
because  it  is  part  of  the  civil  rights  of  the  inhabitants.  [He 
referred  to  the  articles  of  capitulation  of  QuAec  and  Montreal^  the 
treaty  founded  on  those  articles,  and  the  QuAee  Ad  (14  Geo.  3, 
c.  83,  ss.  4,  5.)]  The  powers  of  the  Superior  Council  were  trans- 
ferred to  the  Courts  in  Camada.  Immediately  after  the  cesaion  a 
governor  general  was  sent  out,  and  no  power  except  his  will  and 
pleasure  established  any  Court  until  34  Geo.  3,  c.  6.  [Lord 
Selbobne  : — ^The  new  Courts  could  exercise  civil  jurisdiction  with 
regard  to  ecclesiastical  matters.  That  does  not  include  the  power 
to  direct  the  performance  of  religious  ceremonies.]  Jcusse,  in  his 
OouvemementdeaParoieses,  treats  the  public  refusal  of  a  sacrament 
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BB  a  ciyil  injury  in  the  nature  of  a  libeL    [Lobd  Selbobne  : —       J.  a 
What  has  been  done  in  Canada  to  introduce  the  kind  of  junsdiction        1874 
which  you  inyoke  ?]    Examples  of  its  exercise  are  found  in  the      bbows 
published  collection  of  Edicts  and  Ordinances  of  ConseHs  SupS-  ^^^  ^^ 
ri0im;  see  also  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada^  c.  18,   Moktbkal. 
&  45 ;  and  the  statutes,  endowing  Protestant  clergy :  Qaeleo  Act; 
31  Geo.  3,  c.  31,  a  36 ;  18  Yict  c.  2 ;  statutes  regarding  estab- 
lishment of  Boman  Catholic  schools  and  the  constitution  of  Boman 
Catholic  parishes.    [Lobd  Selbobne  referred  to  4  Geo.  4,  c.  31] ; 
2  Vict,  c  29 ;  31  Geo.  3,  c.  6. 

A  fabrique  is  the  general  body  of  the  parishioners  who  under 
the  common  law  of  France  are  entitled  to  all  the  temporalities  of 
the  parish.  Parishioners  in  England  are  not  a  corporation,  in 
France  they  are:  1  Will.  4,  c.  61;  2  Vict.  c.  29;  13  &  14  Vict, 
c.  44;  16  Vict.  c.  125 ;  18  Viet,  a  112;  Consolidated  Statutes  of 
Lower  Canada^  c  19.  The  Superior  Court  has  therefore  a  right 
to  control  them,  and  accordingly  the  Courts  have  on  several  occa- 
doBs  exercised  jurisdiction  in  ecclesiastical  questions ;  Hamois 
y.  Bottsse  (1) ;  Jarrett  v.  Seneeal  (2) ;  Larocque  v.  Michon  (3) ; 
Maletti  v.  Caron  (4) ;  Lapointe  v.  Oossdin  (5).  The  rights  of  the 
parties  cannot  be  affected  by  the  decisions  of  any  one  deriving 
his  authority  from  Borne;  see  O'Eeefe  Y.CuUen  (6).  A  foreign 
potentate  may  not  be  selected  as  arbitrator :  Phillimore^s  Interna- 
tional Law,  voL  ii.  The  Pope  could  only  exercise  authority  as 
derived  from  the  civil  power  and.  with  its  consent.  The  Eespon- 
dents  justified  themselves  by  a  decree  of  TnUeau  acting"  under 
authority  from  Bome.  [Lobd  Selbobne  : — It  is  a  most  important 
point  whether  1  Eliz.  excludes  consensual  jurisdiction.  The  autho- 
rity which  sect.  16  excludes  is  ascribed  to  the  Crown  by  sect.  17.] 
The  Canadian  Boman  Catholics  if  treated  as  a  voluntary  body 
were  associated  together  for  religious  purposes  under  rules  alter- 
able in  some  respects.  They  were  alterable  whenever  by  the  pre« 
vious  law  there  was  a  power  capable  of  altering  them.  It  is  for  the 
Respondents  to  prove  the  alteration^  the  starting  point  being  the 

(1)  C.  C.  Montreal,  No.  1021,  Judg-      2  Low.  Can.  Jur.  2G7. 

ment,  Dec.  7, 1844.  (4)  29th  Sept.,  1S54,  unrefortcd. 

(2)  4  Low.  Can.  Jur.  213.  (5)  Unreiwrtcd. 

(3)  1  Low.  Can.  Jur.  181  j  and  see  (6)  Ir.  Rep.  7  C.  L.  319. 
Vou  YL  3  N 
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J. C.        common  law  as  received  from  France  before  the  cession:  see 
1874        Chreen  y.  African  Methodist  Episcopal  Society  (1).  As  to  consensual 
Bbo^k      agreements,  see  Black  and  Whitesmiths  Society  v.  Vandylce  (2); 
T:         Long  v.  Bishop  of  Oape  Town  (3) ;  Ferguson  v.  Earl  of  EinnouU  (4). 
3I0NTBEAL.       As  to  the  form  of  the  proceedings^  the  objection  that  the  euri 
was  not  personally  a  party  was  not  taken  till  after  judgment 
The  ecclesiastical  property  of  the  Boman  Catholic  parish  vested 
in  the  Bomcm  Catholic  parishioners;    the  management  in  tht 
foArique :  Consolidated  Staivtes^  c.  19.    Service  of  writs  must  been 
the  cur6  and  the  marguiUier  in  charge.    The  cwri  therefore  is 
sued  both  in  his  corporate  capacity  and  also  in  his  individual 
capacity.     [Lord  Selbobne  : — ^The  curi  is  only  sued  in  his  cor- 
porate capacity.]    [Sib  Barnes  Peacock  : — If  he  is  &ued  petson- 
ally  the  mandamus  can   be  enforced  by  imprisonmenty  if  as  a 
corporation  it  can  only  be  enforced  by  fine.]    [Sib  Montague  E. 
Smith  : — ^You  do  not  allege  any  personal  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
curi.'l    There  was  no  writ  of  mandamus  in  the  old  French  law, 
and  the  niceties  of  the  Eoglish  law  are  not  applicable  to  the 
Canadian  practice:   Givil  Procedure  Code,  Art.  20.      The  pre- 
rogative writs  were  introduced  by  English  lawyers,  and  finally  by 
articles  of  Civil  Procedure  Code.     The  writ  was  not  bad  for 
enjoining  the  performance  of  two  duties,  and  if  it  were,  the  objec- 
tion was  raised  too  late  (5).     See  Consolidated  Statutes,  c.  88; 
Civil  Procedure  Code,  Arts.  120, 1022,  etseq. ;  Jousse,  Oouvemement 
des  Paroisses,  p.  75 ;  Civil  Procedure  Code,  Art  1238 ;  CivU  Code, 
Arts.  43  and  44.     As  to  mandamus  being  the  proper  form  of  pro- 
ceeding, see  Tapping  on  Mandamus,  p.  59 ;  Beg  v.  Coleridge  (6) ; 
Ex  parte  Blackmoor  (7).    [Lord  Selbobne  : — Beg.  v.  Coleridge  is 
an  authority  directly  against  you.]     In  Canada  the  fabrique  is  a 
corporation,  which  distinguishes  that  case.    Beg.  y.  Stewart  and 
Another  (8) ;  Beg.  v.  Barker  (9).    The  Bespondents  object  that  in 
this  case  an  ordinary  summons  and  petition  was  issued  under  sect 

(1)  1  Sergeant  &  Rawie,  p.  253.  S. ;  JReg.  v.  Abingdon,  2  Salk.  699; 

(2)  2  Wharton's  PennBylvanian  Re-  JReg.  v.  Tregony,  8  Mod.  112. 
ports,  p.  SOS.  (6)  2  B,  &  A.  806. 

(3)  1  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  411.  (7)  1  B.  &  Ad.  122. 

(4)  9  CI.  &  F.  251,  (8)  4  P.  &  D.  849 ;  10  L.  J.  (N.S.; 
(6)  See  Tapping  on  Mandamus,  p.      40,  M.  C. 

315,  and  oases  there  cited  from  2  M.  &         (9)  Bnrr.  1265. 
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119  of  CivU  Proeedure  Code,  (md  was  served  instead  of  a  writ  of       J.  C. 
mandamus.     On  a  true  interpretation  of  the  Code  of  Oivil  Pro-       1874 
eedure  that  is  all  that  was  required,  and  the  objection  is  at  most      bbowv 
merely  technical^  and  was  taken  too  late.    Technical  objections  n  r^  ao  d 
are  not  to  be  availed  of  in  the  Privy  Council ;  see  Le  Breton  v.   Montbeau 
Ennis  (1).    [Lord  Sblborne  : — ^Mere  formal  and  technical  objec- 
tions,  if  there  is  no  substance  in  them,  are  seldom  the  foundation 
of  their  Lordships'  judgments.] 

Mr.  Doutre,  0.0.  :— 

Anterior  to  the  cession  of  the  country  by  Franee  to  Oreat 
Britain  the  Oourts  in  Canada  constantly  compelled  the  admi- 
nistration of  the  sacraments  if  they  were  unreasonably  withheld. 
There  are  numerous  precedents  to  shew  that  that  was  done  in 
Franee.  There  is  no  precedent  of  the  refusal  of  sepulture  in 
our  country. 

No  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  is  ordered  unless  there  is  a  primd 
faeie  case.  [Lord  Selbobne  : — In  England  that  would  not  be 
80.]  Ouibord  was  liable  during  his  life,  and  his  estate  after  his 
death,  to  contribute  to  the  purchase  and  maintenance  of  the 
cemetery,  from  which  he  had  been  excluded.  Consoliddted  Sta- 
tutes, chap.  18y  sect.  5.  [Lord  Selborke  : — Would  excommunica- 
tion have  relieved  him  from  that  liability?]  Exemptions  are 
provided  for  in  sect  23.  [Lord  Sblborne  :— I  suppose  excom- 
munication puts  an  end  to  the  civil  status  of  a  Boman  Oatholic. 
Mr.  Matthews^  Q.O. : — An  excommunicated  person  does  not  cease 
to  be  a  Boman  Oatholic.    He  is  a  baptized  person.] 

The  law  of  which  the  Oanadian  Oourts  take  judicial  notice  is 
the  old  French  law,  striking  out  all  those  parts  which  exclude  the 
sapervision  of  the  Oivil  Oourts  over  ecclesiastical  proceedings. 

The  French  law  with  the  Gallican  liberties  was  the  law  of  the 
land  up  to  the  cession.  There  is  no  precedent  of  a  person  being 
buried  without  the  ecclesiastical  ceremonies  in  the  larger  part  of 
the  cemetery.  The  question  did  not  arise  until  recent  changes 
in  the  Boman  Oatholic  Ohurch.  When  it  was  reported  to  the 
Duke  of  MUan  that  a  priest  had  refused  to  bury  a  man  because 

(1)  4  Mooie,  P.  C.  323. 

3  N  2 


180  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  COUNCIL.  [L.B. 

J.  0.       8ome  dues  had  not  been  paid,  the  sentence  was  that  the  priest 
1874       should  be  tied  aliye  to  the  dead  man  'and  buried  with  him. 
Bbown      Whatever  precedents  there  are,  are  in  our  fayour.  Durand  de 
Cub*  ^ko  db  -M<*^«w«'«  Dictionary,  tit. "  SepvItureJ*   The  Courts  in  Canada  have 
MoHTBBAu   all  the  powers  which  the  French  Courts  had  before  the  cession.  As 
regards  the  constitution  of  the  Superior  Council  of  Quebee,  accord- 
ing to  Mr.  JneticeBerthdot  the  edict  creating  the  Superior  Council 
not  haying  mentioned  ecclesiastical  cases  excluded  them  from  the 
cognizance  of  that  Council ;  but  the  word  "  civil "  is  used  and 
includes  ecclesiastical  cases,  see  Edits  and    Ordinances,  1855, 
vol.  ii.,  pp.  129,  130  and  160 ;  Eistoire  de  la  OdUmie  Fran^m  de 
TAhhS  Faillon,  vol.  iii.,  p.  512,  and  Edits  and  Ordinances,  vol.  ii., 
p.  163 ;  also  a  case,  vol.  ii.,  p.  322.    The  question  in  that  case  was 
whether  a  bishop's  see  was  vacant  or  not.    A  dispute  in  conse- 
quence arose  over  the  remains  of  the  late  bishop  as  to  who  should 
proceed  to  the  burial.    The  Governor  prohibited  them  from  cele- 
brating any  solemn  service  until  the  differences  had  been  decided 
by  the  Council.    He  cited  seven  or  eight  appda  eomme  d'abus^ 
and  four  other  cases  in  the  years  1738,  1741,  1750,  and  a  sub- 
sequent year,  in  vol.  ii.,  pp.  193,  204,  228,  and  231.     [Lord 
Selborne: — It  amounts  to  an  assertion  by  the  State  of  what 
we  call  the  royal  supremacy.]    Further  instances  of  appels  eomme 
d^ahus,  Edits  and  Ordinances,  vol;  i.,  p.  79,  104,  and  see  Histmre 
de  la  Cchnie  FranfaisSf  vol.  iii.,  p.  430 ;  Denizart,  vol.  ii.,  p.  606, 
vol.  iii.,  pp.  444  and  490,  vol.  iv.,  pp.  325  and  865,  and  vol.  v., 
p.  50.    The  aj>pels  comme  d'cibue  are  still  entertained  by  Courts 
in  France,    As  to  excommunication  there  are  thirty  or  forty  cases 
of  interference  by  French  Courts.     [Lord  Selborne  : — It  is  neces- 
sary for  their  Lordships  to  make  themselves  acquainted  with  the 
law  of  Canada,  but  I  do  not  understand  that  any  controversy  can 
arise  with  regard  to  the  law  of  France^    He  referred  to  the  order 
establishing  the  Superior  Council,  in  1663 :  Edits  and  Ordinances, 
vol.  iii.  (first  edition),  p.  21-24.    Its  powers  are  transferred  to 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  by  statute  1794,  34  Geo.  3,  c.  6 ;  earlier 
Act  is  25  Geo.  3,  c.  2.     This  matter  is  included  in  their  juris- 
diction unless  it  is  not  a  civil  j  matter,    but  an  appel  comma 
d'ahua  is  a  civil  remedy:  see  Durand  de  MaiUane,  tit.  *' Droit 
Oanonique!\  It  is  not  asked  in  terms  that  ecclesiastical  ceremonies 
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be  granted,  but  ciyil  burial  according  to  law  and  usage.     [Lord       J.  0. 
Selbobne  : — Do  you  contend  that  civil  causes  mentioned  in  the        1874 
statute  of  1794  included  ecclesiastical  causes  without  exception      bbown 
—for  instance,  the  administration  of  sacraments  ?]    Yes,  they  are  qu^^^c,^  ^b 
of  a  civil  nature  when  brought  before  a  civil  Court.    "  Of  a  civil   Mosmal. 
nature  '*  included  criminal  law.     The  Superior  Court  has  all  the 
powers  of  the  Queen's  Bench.     To  ask  the  right  of  burial  is 
neither  a  spiritual  nor  ecclesiastical  cause:  see  Denizart,  tit. 

Gutbard  had  not  incurred  censures  which  would  have  involved 
deprivation  of  ecclesiastical  burial :  HSricourfs  Lois  EcdSsiadiques, 
ToL  i.,  p.  171,  Nos.  141  and  142.  Here  there  was  a  general  ex- 
commimication  of  all  the  members  of  the  library,  but  not  an 
excommunication  of  any  particular  person.  [Lord  Selbobne  : — 
Is  there  anything  which  shews  that  it  is  necessary  that  a  man 
should  be  excon^nunicated^  namincUim  ?]  Jarret  y.  SSnicdl  (1). 
[LoBD  Selbobne  referred  to  Titchmarsh  v.  Chapman  (2).]  [Mr. 
Matthews : — I  do  not  propose  to  bring  Quibord  under  the  head  of 
interdietus  nominatim ;  but  he  was  a  public  sinner,  having  con- 
tinued to  belong  to  the  library  after  the  prohibition  of  the 
Church,  and  not  having  partaken  of  paschal  communion.]  The 
sacraments  were  refused  to  him  because  he  was  a  member  of  the 
Canadian  Insitivie,  but  extreme  unction  was  granted  to  him.  As 
to  the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  Courts  under  the  British  rule, 
see  Champlain  v.  Vezina  (3),  Larocque  v.  Michon  (4),  and  Lapainie 
V.  Gassdin  (5).  [Lord  Selbobne  : — ^The  authorities  cited  are  all 
actions  for  damages.  There  is  no  case  similar  to  the  case  now 
before  the  Court?]  Wwtde  v.  Bishop  of  QuAec  (6).  [Lobd 
Selbobne: — In  that  case  it  was  admitted  that  to  enforce  the 
right '  of  burial  in  a  parish  churchyard  was  a  thing  competent 
by  mandamus.  It  does  not  relate  to  the  manner  of  burial  or 
to  the  rites  to  be  observed  in  burial.]  Les  Syndics  de  la  Pa- 
roisse  de  Laehine  v.  Fallon  (7).  He  also  referred  to  IXAguesseafj^ 
voL  v.,  p.  411 ;  Lynch  v.  Papin  (8) ;  Ea^stern  Township  Bank  v. 

(1)  4  Low.  Can.  Jur.  213,  233.  (5)  Unreported. 

(2)  3  CurteiB,  703.  (6)  1  Low.  Can.  Rep.  414 ;  D6o.  des 

(3)  Unreported,  .    Tribunaux,  torn.  ii.  p.  68. 

(4)  1  Low.  Can.  Jnr.  181 ;  and  see         (7)  6  Low.  Can.  Jnr.  268. 
2  Low  Can.  Jur.  267.  (8)  4  Low.  Can.  Bep.  81. 
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J.  a       Pacaud  (1).    From   the  beginning  there  was  not  the  slightest 
1874        difficalty  about  what  was  wanted  and  what  was  refused. 


Bbowv 
^^«-  Mr.  McUlhews,  Q.C.,  for  the  Respondents : — ^First,  as  to  recusation. 

jf ONTSEAL.   [Lord  Selbobne  : — ^None  of  their  Lordships  have  the  least  doubt 
about  that.]     Secondly,  as  to  the  form  of  proceedings.    The  writ 
of  mandamus  was  issued  under  the  wrong  address — that  is,  to 
the  fabrique.    Although  the  Court  may  modify  the  rule  nisi  which 
precedes  the  writ,  yet  when  once  the  writ  has  issued  it  can  no  longer 
be  modified.    [Sib  Barnes  Peacock  -.—This  is  not  a  prerogative 
writ.    It  was  a  writ  under  the  Code.]    The  Canadian  procedure 
does  away  with  the  rule  nisi  for  mandamus.    According  to  English 
practice,  if  the  writ  orders  two  things  to  be  done,  and  on  the 
return  it  appears  that  part  of  the  command  in  the  writ  could  not 
be  supported,  the  writ  must  fail  altogether :  Beg.  y.  East  and  West 
India  Docks  and  The  Birmingham  Extension  BaHtoay  Company  (2) ; 
The  eurS  is  the  person  to  whom  this  writ  should  haye  been  ad- 
dressed, but  the  fcibrique  is  proceeded  against  under  its  corporate 
name.    A  writ  of  summons  was  issued  instead  of  a  writ  of  man- 
damus in  the  first  instance.      The  fahriqtie  is  a  corporation  or 
legal  person  representing  the  temporalities  of  the  parish,  and 
that  legal  person  is  properly  designated  as  cwre  eimarguHlien: 
see  Denizart,  vol.  viii.,  p.  358,  tit.  "  Fahrique,^'  p.  381 ;  Ex  parte 
Lefort  (3) ;  Beg,  v.  Fahriqtie  de  Pointe  aux  Trembles  (4). 

As  to  service  of  writs.  Code  of  Procedure,  Arts.  65,  49.  As  to 
the  writ,  it  has  no  mandatory  part,  and  is  therefore  defective.  A 
peremptory  mandamus  cannot  issue  until  after  the  writ  of  man- 
damus: Civil  Procedure  Code,  Arts.  1022,  1024,  927,  et  seq.  The 
order  prayed  for  was  in  the  first  place  to  bury  according  to  law 
and  usage.  The  fahrique  cannot  bury  ecclesiastically,  and  the 
cure  personally  is  not  before  the  Court  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the 
fahrique  to  find  a  burial  ground.  People  must  provide  burial 
places  for  themselves,  both  according  to  old  French  law  and 

(1)  D^cisioDB  des  Tribunauz  (Low.      p.  421 ;    Beaudry  t.  Corporation  </ 
Can.  Rep.),  vol.  zvi.,  p.  139.    See  also      Montreal,  432. 

Eerrich  v.  Sixby,  p.  167 ;  Duhault  v.  (2)  22  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  380;  2  E.  &  B. 

FacatUt,  p.  185 ;  Taylor  v.  Mullin,  p.      466. 

398;  Bistly  v.  Fahriqne  of  Montnal,         (3)  6  Low.  Can.  Jur.  200. 
(4)  2  Bevue  de  Legislation,  p.  53. 
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modem  Canadian  law.    [Sib  E.  Phillimore  : — But  given  the       J.  c. 
parochial  burying  ground,  is  there  a  legal  duty  in  thefabrique  to        i874 
put  the  body  in  ?]    [Sib  Babkes  Pbaoock  : — ^You  have  admitted      brown 
a  duty  in  the  pleadings.]     In  the  second  place  to  register  the         •: 
buriaL    As  to  the  duty  of  the  fabrique  or  of  the  euri  personally   Montbeal. 
with  respect  to  register :  Civil  Code,  ss.  43,  49,  57,  and  CivU  Pr<h 
eedure  Code^  ss.  1236  and  1238.    It  is  throughout  the  personal 
duty  of  the  eurS,  and  not  the  corporate  duty  of  the  fabrique. 
In  fact,  both  duties  mentioned  in  the  writ,  namely,  those  of 
registration  and  ecclesiastical  burial,  are  not  incumbent  on  the 
fabrique.    [Sib  Babkes  Peacook  : — You  admit  in  the  pleadings 
that  the  Bespondents  were  ready,  as  civil  officers,  to  bury  the 
man  civilly,  and  to  authenticate  the  interment.     [Lobd  Sel- 
BOBNR : — ^You  are  bound  by  those  admissions.]    In  all  the  cases 
of  appda  eamme  d^abus  no  writ  is  addressed  to  the  fabrique  but 
to  the  eurS  personally. 

The  requite  and  writ  are  bad  for  uncertainty,  directing  us  to 
bury  according  to  usage  and  law.  The  whole  contest  is  whether 
the  parties  should  have  civil  or  religious  burial.  A  writ  will  be 
quashed  for  uncertainty;  and  here  it  is  doubtful  what  was 
asked  for :  see  Tapping  on  Mandamus,  p.  357.  [Sib  Montague  E. 
Smith  referred  to  Beg.  v.  Southampton  Docks  Company  (1).]  Civil 
burial  has  never  been  refused.  [Lobd  Selbobne: — ^If  they  are 
only  entitled  to  civil  burial  the  case  falls  to  the  ground.  The 
contention  is,  that  if  they  have  the  right  of  ecclesiastical  burial 
they  are  entitled  to  be  buried  in  consecrated  ground.]  [Sir  Mon- 
tague E.  Smith  :  If  he  is  entitled  to  ecclesiastical  burial,  what  order 
can  we  make  ?]  It  would  not  be  competent  for  the  Court  to  order 
anything  short  of  it ;  it  could  not  order  civil  burial  in  a  particular 
part  of  the  cemetery.  This  Court  will  not  direct  civil  burial  eo 
nomine  in  the  consecrated  part.  They  claim  burial  in  that  part 
on  the  ground  that  they  are  entitled  to  ecclesiastical  burial. 
Both  usage  and  law  sanction  a  division  of  the  cemetery — one  for 
ecclesiastical,  the  other  for  civil  burial:  Denissart,  tit.  *^ Ceme- 
tery r  [Sib  B.  Phillimobe  : — ^Who  has  the  right  of  determining 
the  place  of  sepulture  ?]  The  fabrique.  If  ecclesiastical  burial 
(1)  Um  Bep.  4  H.  L.  449. 
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J.  c.  was  wanted  it  was  not  asked  for  before  the  writ  issued.  There 
1874  was  no  demand  and  refusal.  There  was  no  civil  right  to  ecde- 
^^^  siastical  burial  which  can  be  enforced  by  civil  tribunal,  at  any  rate 
,  «^  not  by  mandamus.  A  peremptory  mandamus  admits  of  no  alter- 
MosTBEAu  native,  but  performance  of  the  duty  enjoined,  therefore  there  must 
be  a  legal  right  by  the  law  of  the  land  to  ecclesiastical  burial. 
[Sir  Bobert  Phillimore  : — ^If  he  shews  that  he  is  a  Eoman 
Catholic  and  a  parishioner,  is  he  not  prima  facie  entitled  to  eccle- 
siastical burial,  and  is  it  not  for  you  to  shew  that'he  is  disqualified  ?} 
No  right  by  the  law  of  the  land  is  shewn,  for  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  was  not  an  established  church.  Though  there  may  be  a 
right  by  consensual  contract  or  under  consensual  rules,  that  would 
be  a  right  enforceable  by  damages,  and  does  not  involve  a  duty 
enforceable  by  mandamus.  Such  a  right  is  of  a  spiritual-nature. 
Even  if  there  is  enough  of  temporality  mixed  with  it  so  as  to 
justify  the  interference  of  a  Civil  Court,  still  the  right  has  been 
determined  under  the  consensual  rules  by  the  decision  of  the  Bishop. 
As  to  appds  comme  d'dbuBy  that  jurisdiction  has  been  a  constant 
source  of  dispute,  both  in  Parliament  and  in  the  Church.  The 
Privy  Council  cannot  undertake  the  control  and  internal  adminis- 
tration of  Eoman  Catholic  communities.  [Lord  Selborne  : — The 
application  is  founded  on  the  allegation  that  Gtuihord  at  the  time 
of  his  death  was  in  possession  of  his  civil  status  as  a  Homan 
Catholic]  There  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  Canada  to  shew  that 
any  right  against  the  Church  accrues  from  that  status  so  far  as  it 
technically  exists.  The  status  involves  certain  duties.  See  the  Acts 
constituting  certain  parishes,  and  the  consolidating  Act  of  2  Yict 
c.  29,  and  CivU  Code,  Arts.  15  to  29  and  39  to  70,  referring  to  acts 
of  birth,  marriage,  burial,  or  religious  profession.  These  can  all  be 
completed  without  religious  ceremonies.  See  sections  127,  128, 
and  129. 

As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  appels  comme  d'ahus,  we  have  not 
thought  it  worth  while  to  argue  whether  the  ConseU  Superieur  had 
that  jurisdiction.  That  depends  upon  the  examination  of  very 
doubtful  and  unsatisfactory  precedents.  The  ConseU  Superieur  vras 
a  body  having  legislative  as  well  as  judicial  powers.  The  appel 
comme  cCahus  was  a  special  proceeding,  which  commenced  in  a 
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special  manner:    see  Fleury*8  Institution  au  droit  eedesiastique.       j. 
Thia  was  a  case  of  mandamus  under  CivU  Procedure  Code^  sect.       1874 
W22.  ^, 

The  ajppel  eomme  d*abu8  was  recognised  by  the  Liberties  ot^,  ^ 
the  Gallican  Church.  The  King  of  France  appointed  ecclesias-  MomtbxIl. 
tical  judges  with  civil  jurisdiction  in  eyery  case  where  eccle- 
siastical questions  were  concerned,  and  he  retained  the  power 
of  restraining  those  judges  from  exceeding  their  limits.  He 
referred  to  the  Edict  of  1695 — the  celebrated  edict  concerning 
ecclesiastical  jurisdiction.  It  was  the  intention  of  that  edict  that 
the  ecclesiastical  judges  should  be  the  sole  judges  in  such  matters 
as  are  there  referred  to.  In  its  origin  the  appel  comme  d'abus 
was  a  machinery  for  keeping  the  two  jurisdictions,  ecclesiastical 
and  ciyil,  distinct.  It  was  extended  in  practice  by  the  French 
Parliament,  so  as  to  deal  with  matters  purely  spiritual.  Such 
spiritual  jurisdiction  cannot  apply  in  Canada,  for  the  Bonian 
Catholic  Church  has  ceased  to  be  the  established  church.  The 
old  ecclesiastical  law  of  France,  including  the  Edict  of  i^Tan^s  with 
all  its  clauses,  cannot  apply  in  Canada  after  the  conquest  The 
root  of  it  was  in  the  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  and  supremacy  of 
the  Church  of  Borne.  There  is  no  recognition  in  the  Code  of  the 
Boman  Catholic  Church  as  an  ecclesiastical  body.  The  Boman 
Catholic  Church  in  Canada  is  like  the  Free  Kirk  in  Scotland.  It 
is  a  body  not  established  but  tolerated.  The  Court  will  look  at 
its  roles  and  constitutions  in  order  to  see  what  are  the  rights  and 
duties  of  its  members  inter  ee.  Ouibord  is  only  entitled  to  eccle- 
siastical burial  and  prayers  under  the  Boman  ritual.  There  is  no 
public  duty  to  give  it  with  respect  to  the  performance  of  which  a 
mandamus  would  lie.  [Lord  Selbobne  : — Evidence  was  offered 
as  to  the  law  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  in  Canada,  and  several 
times  rejected  by  the  Court  on  the  ground  that  it  would  take 
judicial  notice  of  its  provisions.] 

As  to  the  point  of  mandamus,  see  Jarrei  v.  SenScal  (1) ;  Eamois  v. 
Bouue  (2) ;  La  Rocque  v.  Michon  (8) ;  MaUtte  v.  Caron  (4) ;  La 

(1)  4  Low.  Can.  Jur.  213.  (3)  1  Low  Can.  Jur.  181 ;  and  see 

(2)  C.  C,  Montreal,  No.  1021,  Judg-      2  Low.  Can.  Jur.  267. 
ment,  Dec  7, 1844.  (4)  Unreported. 
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J.  C.       PoifUe  Y.  Oomlin  (1).    A  mandamus  will  only  lie  where  there  is 
1874        a  legal  duty  created  by  law.    With  regard  to  English  authorities, 
^^      in  Long  v.  Bishop  of  Cape  Town  (2)  the  Court  reviewed  the  act  of 
OuRi  *&o  DB  *^®  Wsliop  because  the  Appellant  was  injured  in  a  temporal 
MoNTRBAL.   right,  viz.,  the  right  to  have  the  income  and  emoluments,  and  it 
disclaimed  interference  with  spiritual  authority.  So  also  mBishop  of 
NcUal  v.  Oladsione  (3),  and  MacmiUan  v.  Qeneral  Aasernbly  of  ihe 
Free  Church  of  Scotland  (4).    This  Court  never  interferes  with 
the  sentences  and  decrees  of  the  authorities  constituted  by  the 
regulations  of  a  voluntary  body  on  the  merits.    There  was  suffi- 
cient ground  for  the  refusal  of  sepulture  according  to  the  rules  of 
the  religious  body  to  which  Ouibord  belonged.     The  bishop's 
order,  whether  wise  or  foolish,  was  made  by  the  authority  to  which 
the  law  had  remitted  the  decision,  and  it  bound  Chitbord;    he 
could  not  have  ecclesiastical  burial  if  he  died  in  open  sin  against 
the  Church. 

Mr«  WesUalce^  Q.C.,  on  the  same  side : — 

As  to  the  form  of  the  writ,  by  the  Code,  Arts.  1022, 1027,  and 
the  law  of  Canada  preceding  the  Code,  the  writ  must  contain  an 
order ;  a  summons  to  shew  cause  is  insufficient.  The  writ  must 
command  the  party  to  do  the  act  required  or  to  shew  cause  to  the 
contrary  on  a  day  fixed.  [Sir  Babnes  Peacock  referred  to  Art 
1024  of  the  Code  of  CivU  Procedure,  as  incorporating  Arta  998  to 
1002.]  Quem  v.  La  Fahrique  ofPoinie  aux  TrenMes  (5).  In  Ex 
parte  WurteU  (6),  cited  on  the  other  side,  the  procedure  was  wholly 
irregular.  Lynch  v.  Papin  (7),  cited  on  the  other  side,  was  a  case 
of  quo  warranto.  La  Pointe  v.  Oossdin  (8)  is  an  authority  on  our 
side.  Hibbard  v.  Barsalou,  a  different  case  from  that  cited  on 
the  other  side.  [Sib  Barnes  Peacock: — Was  there  power  to 
grant  a  mandam\is  before  the  Consolidated  Act  of  1860  ?]  12  Vict 
c.  41,  regulated  proceedings  of  mandamus  down  to  the  Code,  but 

(1)  Unreported.  and  vol.  xxiv.  1282. 

(2)  1  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  461.  (5)  2  Revue  de  legislation,  p.  53. 
(8)  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  1.                               (6)  1  Low.  Can.  Rep.  414. 

(4)  Quarter    SessionB    Cases    (2nd         (7)  4  Low.  Can.  Rep.  81, 
Series)  vol.  zzii.  290;  vol.  xziiL  1814 ;         (8)  Unreported. 
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that  was  not  the  first  commencement  of  mandamus  in  Canada.       J.  0. 
The  eme  has  thrown  npon  him  hj  the  Codes  the  duty  of  taking       1874 
care  of  the  register,  not  as  a  member  of  the  corporation,  but  as      Bbowh 
a  minister  of  religion.     (OiveZ  Code,  Art.  44.)     Since  the  cession  ^^^  *j^  ^ 
of  Canada  there  has  been  no  jurisdiction  in  Courts  of  that  country  Montbbai^ 
to  give  a  remedy  of  this  kind. 

The  ecclesiastical  law  existing  among  members  of  the  Boman 
Catholic  body  is  no  longer,  since  the  cession,  the  law  of  the  land 
in  any  respect  whatever :  it  is  the  law  existing  among  them  solely 
by  contract.  [Lord  Selborke: — Evidence  tendered  on  that 
principle  in  the  Lower  Court  was  objected  to.]  The  objection  was 
to  oral  proof  of  a  written  law.  When  a  Church  once  established  is 
subsequently  disestablished,  the  Courts  are  not  compelled  to  ignore 
the  law  which  while  the  Church  was  established  was  familiar  to 
them.  [LoBD  Selborne  : — ^In  the  IriA  Ohureh  Act  there  is  a  clause 
which  says  that  the  existing  laws  shall  be  taken  as  a  starting 
point]  Part  only  of  the  ecclesiastical  law  falls  to  the  ground 
through  disestablishment.  8o  far  as  it  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it 
could  become  the  contract  of  the  parties  it  furnishes  a  starting 
pomt  of  which  the  Courts  will  take  judicial  notice,  leaving 
the  changes  therein  to  be  proved  by  evidence :  Biihop  of  Natal 
V.  Gladstone  (1).  [Sib  Robert  Fhillimore  : — ^It  is  difficult  to 
reconcile  that  judgment  with  the  judgment  given  by  Lord  KingS' 
down.']  The  difficulty  has  been  cleared  up  by  what  has  taken 
place  subsequently. 

As  to  the  position  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church,  we  say  that 
it  has  been  completely  disestablished.  The  argument  on  the 
other  side,  that  it  was  only  disestablished  as  regards  those  without 
its  pale,  and  remains  established  as  regards  the  parties  to  it, 
involves  great  inconvenience.  [Lord  Selborne  : — It  was  suggested 
that  the  monastic  statutes  involving  civil  death  were  referred  to 
by  the  Code.]  CivU  Code,  Arts.  70-74,  are  the  articles  about  the 
religious  profession,  and  contain  nothing  about  civil  death.  The 
perpetuity  of  religious  vows  is  nowhere  made  part  of  the  law  of 
the  land.  The  change  made  in  the  condition  of  the  Boman 
Catholic  Church  by  the  cession  is  illustrated  by  the  treaty  of 
(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  1. 
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J.C.       1763  and  the  Quebee  Act,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  neither  of  which  re- 

1874       serves  the  binding  obligation  of  any  law,  but  secure  to  the  Boman 

^^      Catholic  inhabitants  of  Canada  the  free  exercise  of  their  religion. 

n^^  \        See  sects.  5  and  8  of  the  Act.'    [Lobd  Selbornb  referred  to 
Cube,  &o.,  db  '     ^ 

MoMTBBikL.  sect.  17.]  The  treaty  secured  to  them  their  ecclesiastical  rights 
"""^  *'  so  far  as  the  laws  of  Oreat  Britain  would  permit"  After  the 
cession  the  B%)man  Catholic  Church  disused  the  old  Courts  of 
the  bishops'  officials.  If  they  had  been  acting  by  the  ancient 
law  of  France,  the  bishop,  under  the  Edict  of  1695  (see  Ohampeaux, 
Droit  OivU  Eoclesiagtique,  et  Aneiennes  Lois  Francises,  IsamleH, 
torn.  20)  was  authorized  to  appoint  officials  who  should  hold  regular 
Courts,  and  from  whose  decisions  there  would  be  the  appel  comme 
d^ahus. 

The  Acts  quoted  on  the  other  side  referring  to  the  temporal 
affairs  of  parish  churches,  are  no  proof  that  the  Church  was  in 
some  measure  established  [Lord  Sdbome  referred  to  Consolidated 
Statutes,  c  18,  sects.  5,  8.]  The  disestablishment  of  a  church 
does  not  necessarily  involye  the  extinction  of  the  corporations 
which  existed  within  it  as  civil  bodies  during  the  period  of  its 
establishment,  and  on  the  disestablishment  of  the  Church  in  Canada 
such  corporations  continued  to  exist,  and  were  a  proper  subject  for 
the  law  of  the  land  to  regulate  with  regard  to  their  civil  rights. 
Nothing  was  done  analogous  to  the  provisions  of  the  Irish  Church 
Ad,  32  &  33  Vict  c.  42,  s:  13.  The  fahrique  in  question  in  this 
case  is  a  sufficient  example  that  the  effect  of  the  cession  was  not 
to  dissolve  ecclesiastical  corporations  existing  in  Canada.  The 
disestablishment  of  the  Church  in  Canada  is  shewn  indirectly  in 
several  ways ;  (1)  the  treaty  and  the  QuAec  Act  gave  liberty  to 
exercise  religion,  but  did  not  perpetuate  its  laws ;  (2)  the  absolute 
incompatibility  between  the  establishment  of  the  Boman  Catholic 
religion,  which  involves  a  certain  amount  of  communion  with 
Borne,  and  the  laws  which  prohibit  the  sovereign  of  this  country 
from  holding  any  communion  with  Borne  (see  QuAee  Act,  s.  5). 
As  to  ecclesiastical  corporations  existing  in  a  disestablished  church, 
see  Bishop  of  Capetown  v.  Bishop  of  Natal  (1);  Consolidated 
Statutes  of  Lower  Canada,  c.  42.  [Sib  Bobebt  P.  Collier: — 
(1)  Law  Rep.  8  P.  0. 1. 
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The  whole  church  ia  Ireland  is  not  incorporated,  but  the  body       J.  0. 
was  called  a  representatiye  church  body,  which  seems  to  corre-        1874 
spend  in  a  large  manner  with  the  fabriqtte  of  a  Canadian  parish,      Bbowv 
The  corporation  is  for  the  purpose  of  holding  lands  and  not  further  q^^  ^^  ^^ 
or  otherwise.]    As  to  the  Boman  Catholic  bishops  in  Canada   Montreal. 
being  corporations,  they  were  incorporated  by  12  Vict,  c  136 ; 
and  see  24  Vict  c  128,  which  concerns  one  in  Upper  Canada, 
where  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  Boman  Catholic  church  is 
established. 

As  to  the  edict  of  1695  being  enforced  though  not  registered, 
see  Edict  of  August  2, 1717,  and  Durand  de  MaiUane^  Did.  de 
Droit  Canonique,  tit.  *'  OffieidJ'  Besides  the  disuse  of  ofiBcialities, 
consensual  rules  and  canons  have  been  passed  for  the  governance 
of  the  Church  without  the  sanction  of  the  State.  Its  laws  have 
not  for  more  than  a  hundred  years  been  recognised  in  Canada  as 
the  law  of  the  land :  Malette  v.  Caran  (1) ;  Larocqtte  v.  Miehon  (2) ; 
Eamois  v.  Bouiese  (3) ;  La  Foinie  v.  Ooasdin  (4) ;  Jarret  v.  Seni- 
cal  (5) ;  Beg.  v.  Fdbrique  of  Poinie  aux  Trembles  (6)  ;  Champlain 
V.  Yezina  (7) ;  Nau  v.  Lartigue  (8) ;  Forbes  v.  Eden  (9) ;  which 
latter  case  shews  the  limits  of  the  interference  of  Courts  with 
voluntary  bodies.    See  the  judgment  of  Lord  Cranworth. 

As  to  whether  Ouibord  held  according  to  the  voluntary  rules  of 
Boman  Catholics  the  particular  status  of  a  person  entitled  to 
burial  with  religious  rites,  such  status  was  determined  by  the 
decision  of  the  bishop.  For  the  effect  of  such  decision  see  Lofig 
V.  Bishop  of  Capetown  (10) ;  see,  also,  Warren's  Case,  cited  in 
Long  V.  Bishop  of  Capetown  (10).  When  parties  have  determined 
not  merely  what  their  rights  are,  but  the  tribunal  to  which  they 
are  to  submit,  and  the  tribunal  decides  them  in  a  way  not  contrary 
to  natural  justice,  they  are  bound  thereby.    It  is  not  contrary  to 

(1)  Unreported.  (7)  Unreported. 

(2)  1  Low.  Can.  Jur.  187,  and  2  (8)  Cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Berthelot, 
Low.  Can.  Jur.  267.  from  a  note  in  his  possession,  since 

(3)  C.  G.  Montreal,  Ko.  1021.  printed  in  a  Canadian  pamphlet  report 
Judgment,  7  Dec.  1844.             ^  of  this  case  in  the  first  two  Courts. 

(4)  Unreported.                     '  (9)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  568. 

(5)  4  Low.  Can.  Jur.  p.  213.  (10)  1  Moore  P.  C.  (N.S.)  461,  462. 

(6)  2  Bevue  de  Legislation,  p.  53. 
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^'  ^*       natnral  justice  to  refnse  ecclesiastical  burial  in  t&e  cases  where 

J^        by  the  rules  of  the  society  it  is  to  be  refused.    As  to  the  liability 

Bbowh      to  provide  a  cemetery,  see  Comte  v.  Cure  and  MargwUien  of  the 

Omi,  &o.,  DB  Parish  of  8t.  Edwards  (1).     The  right  of  the  fabrique  to  divide 

_^^'    the  cemetery  is  proved  by  its  being  the  universal  custom  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Bompas,  in  reply : — 

[LoBD  Selbobke  : — Their  Lordships  tbink^that  so  far  as  relates 
to  the  form  of  the  summons  and  the  point  of  registration,  yon  need 
not  trouble  yonrseI£  The  Bespondents  being  a  corporation,  have 
the  power  at  least  to  perform  civil  interment  and  to  register.] 

The  euri  is,  by  Roman  Catholic  law,  a  part  of  the  fabrique  for 

the  purpose  of  religious  rites ;  for  such  of  them  at  least  as  are 

part  of  the  parish  duties:  Consolidated  Statutes,  c.  88,  s.  12.    The 

fact  that  the  right  to  ecclesiastical  rites  follows  from  our  being 

ordered  to  be  buried  in  the  consecrated  ground  is  no  objection  to 

making  the  order :  Queen  v.  Stewart  (2).    A  mandamus  will  go  to 

an  ancient  prescriptive  corporation  to  discharge  a  corporate  duty, 

e,g.,  to  a  railway  company  to  issue  a  precept.    It  can  hardly  be 

argued  that  the  right  has  no  element  in  it  which  would  bring  it 

under  the  cognizance  of  a  Civil  Court.    As  to  the  supremacy  of 

the  Crown,  the  Pope  could  not  establish  an  Ecclesiastical  Court  in 

Fra/nce,  much  less  in  Canada^  and  the  publication  of  a  bull  would 

be  treason  under  the  old  English  law.    Lord  Cohe  says  (3),  that  the 

Common  Law  of  England  recognises  the  supremacy  of  the  Crown, 

and  French  writers  say  that  the  amount  of  contentious  jurisdiction 

granted  to  the  bishops  and  the  Pope  was  derived  from  the  Crown. 

[Sib  Babnes  P^bacock. — Do  you  say  that  the  Pope  could  create 

an  Ecclesiastical  Court  in  Canada,  to  decide  upon  spiritual  matters?] 

No,  he  could  not  do  so  either  in  Canada  or  in  France.    The 

Queen  could  exercise,  if  she  chose,  whatever  coercive  jurisdiction 

in  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  the  Pope  could  have  exercised 

under  the  old  French  law.    It  has  not,  however,  been  exercised 

since  the  cession.    As  to  appds  eomme  d^ahus,  they  were  appeals 

from  every  act  of  an  ecclesiastical  nature  as  from  every  civil 

(1)  2  B«vue  de  Jorispradence,  p.  127.  (2)  12  Ad.  &  E.  773. 

(3)  See  Caudrt^s  Case,  3  Coke's  Reports,  p.  zv. 
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act:  2  Pigeau^  5 ;  Laroeqine  y.  Miehon  (1).    As  to  Church  being       J*C. 
disestablished,  see  18  Vict.  c.  2  (Canada);  31  Geo.  8,  c.  6,  which        1874 
recognises  the  position  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  according      bbowm 
to  its  canons,  and  recognises  that  the  bishop  for  the  purposes  o{q^^^^^  p, 
the  Church  shall  have  as  large  powers  as  the  former  bishops  Montmal. 
before  the  cession. 

As  to  the  onus  of  proving  the  rules  of  a  yoluntary  association,  the 
Bespondents  set  up  ecclesiastical  censures,  and  in  order  to  prove 
them  they  must  prove  the  consensual  contract  under  which  the 
bishop  can  impose  disabilities.  If  there  is  no  evidence,  then  the 
rales  of  the  Church  as  they  existed  before  the  cession  may  be 
taken  judicial  notice  of.  As  to  Ouibord  being  a  public  sinner, 
and  the  effect  of  the  Qu^)ec  ritual,  see  Durand  de  Maillane,  tit. 
**  Ritual."  A  public  sinner  under  French  law  means  a  person 
publicly  denounced  by  a  proper  tribunal.  The  term  was  known 
to  canonists  and  canon  laws  from  the  fourth  or  fifth  century: 
Durand  de  Maillane,  tit  "  Notoriety  J* 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by  1^4 

Sm  BoBEBT  Philltmore  : —  ^^'  2L 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  the  province  of  Qtiebee,  in  Canada,  confirming  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Keview,  which  latter  reversed  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  in  first  instance. 

The  question  which  was  the  subject  of  these  different  judgments 
related  to  the  burial  of  the  remains  of  Joseph  Ouibord,  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  Boman  Catholic  subjects,  who  died  at  Montreal  on  the 
18th  of  November,  1869. 

His  widow  and  representative.  Dame  fenne/to^rou^,  instituted 
and  prosecuted  the  suit  in  the  Canadian  Courts,  and  was  also  the 
original  Appellant  before  their  Lordships.  She  died  on  the  24th 
of  March,  1873,  and  by  her  will  devised  her  property  to  the 
InOitui  Canadien,  and  also  appointed  them  her  universal 
legatees. 

This  corporation,  having  accepted  the  appointment,  applied  for 
leaye  to  continue  this  appeal,  which  leave  was  granted  by  their 
Lordships  on  the  26th  of  June,  1873. 

(i)  2  Low.  Can.  Jur.  267. 
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J.  a  This  leave  was  granted  without  prejudice  to  any  question  which 

1874  might  be  raised  as  to  the  competency  of  the  institute  to  continue 
B^2f  the  appeal.  It  appeared  that  the  widow  had  been  condemned  in 
CuBK  \c  Ds  ^^®  ^^*®  ^  ^^^  Canadian  Courts,  and  her  universal  legatees  were 
MoNTBEAu  therefore,  of  course,  interested  in  procuring  the  reversal  of  these 
sentences ;  and  the  objection  to  their  competency,  though  men- 
tioned in  the  ''reasons  *'  of  the  Bespondents^  was  not  insisted  upon 
in  the  arguments  before  as. 

The  suit  on  behalf  of  the  representative  of  Outbord  was  for  a 
mandamus  to  Les  CurS  et  MarguiUiers  da  FCEuvre  at  Fabrtque  de 
MofUrealy  upon  receipt  of  the  customary  fees,  to  bury  his  body  in 
the  parochial  cemetery  of  members  of  the  Roman  Catholic  church 
at  Montreal,  entitled  the  Oemetery  of  La  Cdte  de$  Neiges,  conform- 
ably to  usage  and  to  law,  and  to  enter  such  burial  in  the  civil 
register. 

La  Fabriqiie  de  Montreal  is  a  corporation  consisting  of  the  cure 
and  certain  lay  church  officers  called  marffuUliers,  whose  relation 
to  the  church  and  churchyard  is  analogous  to  that  of  church- 
wardens in  an  English  parish.  This  corporation  manages  the 
temporalities  of  the  church,  which  temporalities  are  also  some- 
times designated  by  the  title  of  La  Fabrtque. 

La  Fahrique  de  Montreal  had  the  control  of  this  particular 
cemetery. 

The  cemetery  is  divided  into  two  parts,  the  smaller  part  being 
separated  from  the  larger  by  a  paling.  In  the  smaller  part  are 
-  buried  unbaptized  infants  and  those  who  have  died  mns  lea  aeeowra 
ou  lea  aaerementa  de  VEgliae ;  and  (as  appears  from  the  evidence) 
persons  who  had  committed  suicide,  and  criminals  who  had 
suffered  capital  punishment  without  being  reconciled  to  the 
Church.  In  the  other  and  larger  part  are  buried  ordinary  Soman 
Catholics  in  the  usual  way,  and  with  the  rites  of  the  Church. 

Neither  portion  of  the  cemetery  is  consecrated  as  a  whole ;  but 
it  is  the  custom  to  consecrate  separately  each  grave  in  the  lai^er 
part,  never  in  the  smaller  or  reserved  part. 

The  cemetery  is  thus  practically  divided  into  a  part  in  which 
graves  are,  and  into  a  part  in  which  they  are  not,  consecrated. 

The  circumstances  which  led  to  this  litigation  were  as  follows : — 

Qvfibord  was  a  lay'parishioner  of  Montreal.    He  appears  to  have 
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been  of  unexceptionable  moral  character,  and  to  have  been,  both  J.  0. 
by  baptism  and  education,  a  Boman  Catholic,  which  faith  he  1871 
retained  up  to  the  time  of  his  death.  Bbown 

In  the  year  1844  a  literaiy  and  scientific  institution  was  formed  q^^^  ^^  ^ 
at  Monireal  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  library,  reading-room,   Montbxal. 
and  other  appliances  for  education.    It  was  incorporated  hj  a 
provincial  statute  (16  Yict  c.  261),  under  the  name  of  the 
Indite  Oanadien. 

The  preamble  of  this  statute  recites : — 

''Whereas  several  persons  of  different  classes,  ages,  and  pro- 
fesBions,  residing  in  the  city  of  Montreal  and  elsewhere,  have 
formed  a  literary  and  scientific  association  in  the  said  city,  under 
the  name  of  the  Institut  Canadien,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
a  library  and  reading  room,  and  of  organizing  a  system  of  mutual 
and  public  instruction  by  means  of  lectures  and  courses  of  in* 
straction." 

It  then  states  that  the  number  of  members  already  exceeded 
500,  that  they  had  a  library  of  2000  volumes,  and  a  reading-room 
provided  with  newspapers  and  periodical  publications.  Then 
follows  a  prayer  to  be  constituted  a  legal  oor|)oration.  The  prayer 
was  granted  by  the  Legislature,  and  the  statute  incorporates  the 
association,  and  directs,  among  other  provisions,  that  the  corpora- 
tion is  to  make  an  annual  return  to  the  Government  of  their 
estates  real  and  personal. 

Outbard  was  one  of  the  original  members  of  this  institute. 

In  the  year  1858  certain  members  of  the  institute  proposed  a 
committee  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  list  of  books  in  the 
library,  which  in  their  opinion  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  remain 
therein. 

An  amendment,  however,  was  carried  by  a  considerable  majority 
to  the  effect  that  the  institute  contained  no  improper  books,  that 
it  was  the  sole  judge  of  the  morality  of  its  library,  and  that  the 
existing  conunittee  of  management  was  sufficient 

On  the  13th  of  April  in  the  same  year  the  Boman  Catholic 
Bishop  of  Montreal  published  a  pastoral  which  was  read  in  all  the 
churches  of  his  diocese,  iu  which  he  referred  to  what  had  taken 
place  at  the  meeting  of  the  institution,  and  after  praising  the  con- 

Vou  TI.  8  0 
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J.  0.       dact  of  the  minority,  pointed  ont  that  the  majority  had  fallen  into 
1874       two  great  errors :  first,  in  declaring  that  they  were  the  proper 
Bbowk      judges  of  the  morality  of  the  books  in  their  library,  whereas  the 
€uBi,*Ao  VM  ^^^^^^  ^^  Trent  had  declared  that  this  belonged  to  the  office  of 
MoNTBiuL.    the  bishop ;  secondly,  in  declaring  that  the  library  contained  only 
moral  books,  whereas  it  contained  books  which  were  in  the  Index 
at  Borne.    The  bishop  farther  cited  a  decision  of  the  Council  of 
Trentj  that  any  one  who  read  or  kept  heretical  books  would  incur 
sentence  of  excommunication,  and  that  any  one  who  read  or  kept 
books  forbidden  on  other  grounds  would  be  subject  to  seyere 
punishment;  and  he  concluded  by  making  an  appeal  to  the  insti- 
tute to  alter  their  resolution,  alleging  that  otherwise  no  Catholic 
-would  continue  to  belong  to  it.    He  says : — 

^  Car  Herid  hien  remoftjuer  iei  que  ee  n*edpaenouM  quipranoih 
fons  oetie  ierrMe  ecBeomtnunieation  dent  U  est  qweUon^  made  fl^lm 
dorU  nou8  nefaieana  que  pMier  lee  sdhUairee  ieereUr 

'The  resolution  of  the  institute  was  not  rescinded. 

In  1865  several  of  the  Boman  Catholie  members  of  the  institute, 
including  (hfXhwA^  appealed  to  lUms  against  this  pastoral. 

They  received  no  answer  to  their  application.  But  in  the  year 
1869  the  Bishop  of  Jfonlreol  issued  a  circular — 

%^*  PfMiarU  la  r&ponee  du  Saint  Office  coneemant  rinslitut 
Oanadien  ef  le  Decret  de  la  SairUe  CongrSgation  de  VIndem  condam- 
nant  TAnnuaire  du  dit  Inetitut  pour  1868." 

This  circular  was  dated  from  Borne,  July  16th,  1869.  Ee  also 
sent  a  pastoral  letter  from  Borne  dated  in  August  of  that  year, 
which  contained  two  inclosures ;  one  the  sentence  or  answer  of 
the  Holy  Office,  as  printed  in  the  case  before  us : — 

*'  lUme.  ac  Bme.  Dne. 

"  Cum  in  Generedi  Oongregaiione  8Ji.  et  UJ.  habUa  feria  IV. 
die  7  eurr.  Emi.  ae  Bmi.  Qeneralee  InqmeUoree  jamdiu  mctam  de 
InstittUo  Oanadendi  eoniroversiam  ad  eooamen  revoeaesent,  singulis 
mature  ac  dUigenier  expeneis,  A:  turn  eignificandum  voluerunty 
rqfidendae  omnino  esse  dodrinae  in  quodam  annuario  quo  didi 
Inetituti  acta  receneentvr,  oontentaSj  ijpsaeque  doetrinae  ab  eodem  In- 
etituio   tradUas  proreus  reprohandas.     Animadvertentee  insuper 
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lauiaH  Smi,  ae  Bmi.  Patrea  vaJde  Hmendum  eaie  m  per  hvjmmodi       J.C. 
jrawa  dodrinas  Christiana  juverUutis  indittUio  et  educaiio  in  dia-        1874 
mmen  adducatur,  dum  commendandum  eo^eesenrnt  zdum  ae  vigi-     bqowk 
Uidiaan  a  U  hue  v/aque  adhibUam  etseHandam  eamdem  [the  next  q^^  ^  ^^ 
word  18  a  misprmt] /uwerunf  «<  una  cum  iwe  diceeeaeoB  (Hero  omnem   Mqntbbal. 
ewram  eer^eras,  vi  Caiholici  ac  prsBaertim  juventus  a  memorato  In- 
Muh^  qwmeque  pemieioBas  docMnas  in  eo   edaeeri  eanstiierit, 
oreuuiiwr.    Dunn  veto  laudibua  proaeqmiH  sunt  aUeram  aoeietatem 
Institutum  Canadense  Gallicum  nunoupatam^  neo  nan  ephemeridem 
didam '  Conrrier  de  St  Hyacinthe/  idramqvsfovendam  adjuvandam-^ 
que  mandarmi  uiiiaiia  damnis  ao  media  remedia  quasraniur,  qum 
ex  alio  prmfato  IntUtnio  haud  dimanare  non  poseunL     Quod  a  turn 
pro  mei  mimeria  raliane  eommunieana  omni  cum  dbaervantia  maneo, 
**Bomm  ex  Md.  8.C.  de  PJ".  die  14  JuUi,  1869,  Acr 

The  other  inclosure  was  a  DeerOum  of  the  ^*  Omgreffoiio,'*  to 
whom  the  care  of  the  Index  was  committed^  it  was  as  follows : — 

^'Deoretum. 
«  Feria  It,  die  12  Mii,  1869. 
^  Sacra  Congregatio  Eminentiaaimorum  ao  BeverendiaaiTnorum 
Sanetm  Bomanm  EeeleaisB  Cardinalium  a  SANGTI88IM0 
DOMINO  N08TBO  PIO  PAPA  IX.  aanetague  8ede  Apoatoliea 
Indici  Ubrorum  pravss  doetrinaB,  eorumdemque  proaeripiioniy  easpur- 
gationiy  ac  permimoni  in  univeraa  Chriatiana  republica  preeposi^ 
iofum  d  ddegatorum,  habUa  in  Palatio  Apoalolico  VaUeano,  die 
12  Julii  1869  damnavit  et  damnat,  proaeribii  proaeribique,  vd  alias 
damnata  atque  proaeripta  in  Indioem  lAbrorum  PreMhitorum  referri 
mandaivit  d  mandat  opera  qua^  aequuaUurJ* 

Then  the  names  of  several  works  unconnected  with  the  Institute 
are  mentioned.     And  then — 

^Annuaire  de  Flnatitui  Canadien  pour  I8689  ciUbrcdion  du 
24»*  anniveraaire  de  TInditut  Canadien  la  17  Dicembre,  1868. 
(Deer.  S.  Officii  FeiialV.  die  7  Julii,  1869.) 

^Itaque  nemo  cujnscumque  gradus  et  conditionis  praedictae 
opera  damnata  atque  proscripta,  quocumque  loco,  et  quocumque 
idiomate,  aut  in  posterum  edere,  aut  edita  legere  yel  retinere 
audeat,  aed  locorum  ordinariis,  aut  horetics  prayitatis  Inquisi- 

3         02 
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J.  C.        toribus  ea  tradere  teneatar^  snb  poenis  in  Indice  librornm  yetitomm 
1874        indictis. 

B^ji         "  Quibas  SANCTISSIMO  DOMINO  NOSTRO  PIO  PAPiE  IX. 
Cxm£  ^&c  DE  P^*"  ™®  infrascriptiim  S.  I.  0.  a  Secretis  relatis  SANCTITAS 
Montreal.   SUA  decretum  probayit,  et  promulgari  prsBoepit.    In  quorum 
Mem,  &c. 

"Datum  Eom®,  die  16  Julii,  1869." 

The  pastoral  letter  containing  this  inclosure  drew  attention  to 
the  fact  that  two  things  were  especially  forbidden  by  this 
Decretum: — 1.  To^belong  to  the  institute  while  it  taught  perni- 
cious doctrines.  2.  To  publish,  retain,  keep,  or  read  the 
Anntuiire  of  1868.  And  the  bishop  also  pointed  out  that  any 
person  who  persisted  in  keeping  or  reading  the  Anntiaire,  or  in 
remaining  a  member  of  the  institute,  would  be  deprived  of  tbe 
Sacrament^  ^^  meme  a  Vartide  de  la  mort.'* 

The  Institute  held  a  meeting  on  the  23rd  of  September^  1869, 
and  resolved : — 

'^  1.  Que  TInstUui  Canadien,  fande  dona  un  hd  puretneni  lUte- 
raire  et  BcietUifique,  via  aueune  esp^  SeMtignemei^  doctrinaire,  et 
exdut  aveo  eoin  taut  enaeignement  de  doctrines  jpemicieuses  dans  son^ 
sein* 

'*  2.  Que  Us  membres  Catholiques  de  TInsiitui  Canadien,  ayant 
appris  la  condamnation  de  TAnnucUre  de  1868  de  TInstitut  Canadien 
par  dicret  de  Fautoriie  Bomaine,  didarent  se  soumettre  pwremeni  et 
simplement  a  ce  decret^ 

These  concessions  produced  no  effect. 

The  bishop  in  a  letter,  the  last  which  appears  in  the  case,  dated 
Borne,  30th  of  October,  1869,  to  the  admiuistrator  of  the  diocese 
at  Montreal  (which  that  officer  received,  he  says,  on  the  17th  of 
November,  the  day  before  Ouibord*s  death),  denounces  these  con- 
cessions as  hypocritical,  and  gives  five  reasons  why  they  are  in- 
sufficient, the  third  of  which  is-— 

'*  3.  Parce  que  cei  ade  de  soumission  fait  partie  d^un  rapport  du 
comUe  approuve  a  VunanimitS  par  le  corps  de  VInstitui,  dans  Uqud 
est  prodamee  une  resolution  tenue  Jusju^ahrs  secrete,  qui  etadii  en 
prineipe  la  tolerance  religieuse  qui  a  ete  la  principale  cause  de  la 
eondamnation  de  TInstitutJ* 
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The  letter  concludes —  •  J.  C. 

**  TouB  eomprendront  qu*en  maUere  si  grave  UrCy  a  pas  cCdbsdution       ]^ 


i  donner,  pas  mime  a  VarHele  de  la  morlj  a  ceux  qui  ne  voud/raienl      Bbowh 


V. 


pas  renoneer  a  TlnstUtd,  qui  n'a  fait  qu*un  aete  d^hypoerisie,  en  C(  bb,  &o.,  d& 
feignant  de  se  sowmttre  au  Saint  Siege.^  Mootmal. 

It  is  right  to  obserre  here  that  this  *^  principal  ground  of  cou- 
demnation  "  of  the  institute,  viz.,  that  it  had  passed  a  resolution 
which  established  the  principle  of  religious  toleration,  was  entirely 
new,  does  not  appear  in  any  former  document,  and  forther,  it 
would  seem,  could  not  have  been  known  by  Ouibord. 

It  should  also  be  mentioned,  in  order  to  complete  the  necessary 
history  of  the  case,  that  Quibord,  about  six  years  before  his  death, 
being  dangerously  ill,  was  attended  by  a  priest,  who  administered 
unction  to  him,  but  refused  to  administer  the  Holy  Communion 
unless  he  resigned  his  membership  of  the  institute,  which  Quibord 
declined  to  do. 

Quibord  haying  died,  as  has  been  stated,  on  the  18th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1869,  suddenly  of  an  attack  of  paralysis,  on  the  20th  of 
November  the  widow  caused  a  request  to  be  made  on  her  behalf 
to  the  cure  and  to  the  clerk  of  the  fdhriquSy  to  bury  Quibord  in 
the  cemetery,  and  tendered  the  usual  fees. 

Previously  to  this  application  M.  Boussdat,  the  eurS,  having 
heard  of  the  death  of  Quibord,  and  knowing  that  he  was  a  member 
of  the  institute,  had  applied  to  the  administrator  of  the  diocese 
for  his  directions.  He  replied  that  he  had  yesterday  received  a 
letter  from  the  Bishop  of  Montreal,  directing  him  to  refuse  absolu- 
tion '"tneme  a  Tartide  de  la  mort"  to  members  of  the  institute ; 
he  could  not,  therefore,  permit  **la  sepulture  ecelisiastique"  to 
Quibord.  The  curS,  having  received  this  letter,  refused  to  bury 
Quibord  in  the  larger  part  of  the  cemetery,  where  Boman 
Oatholics  were  ordinarily  buried,  but  offered  to  allow  him  inter- 
ment in  the  other  part,  without  the  performance  of  any  religious 
rites.  , 

It  seems  that  the  agent  of  the  widow  offered  to  accept  burial 
in  the  larger  part  without  religious  services ;  but  this  offer  was  ^^ 

rejected. 

On  the  23rd  of  November  the  widow  presented  a  petition  to  the 
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J.  C.       Superior  Coart  setting  out  the  facts,  and  prayed  that  a  mandamus 
1S74        might  issue  as  above  stated, 

Bbown  O^  the  24th  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Superior  Ciourt  ordered  a 

CuBi  *ftc  DB  ^^^^  ^^  mandamus  to  issue ;  but  it  must  be  observed  that  the  writ 
MoiTFBZAL.  issued  was  a  writ  of  sunamons  calling  upon  the  Defendants  to 
appear  and  answer  the  demand  which  should  be  made  against 
them  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  causes  mentioned  in  the  said  petition 
thereto  annexed.  The  proceeding  was  in  substance  the  same  as  a 
rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  be  issued. 
The  Defendants  appeared  and  filed  a  petition  praying  that  the 
writ  might  be  annulled  for  irregularity,  upon  the  ground  that  it 
was  a  writ  of  summons  and  not  a  writ  of  mandamus,  and  also  upon 
other  technical  objections.  The  Defendants,  at  the  same  time,  filed 
a  traverse  of  the  Plaintiff's  petition  and  three  pleas.    The  first 

'  plea  was  to  the  same  effect  as  the  petition  of  the  Defendants,  and 
set  up  the  same  alleged  grounds  of  irregularity,  and  pointed  out 

.  the  same  defects  as  those  mentioned  in  that  petition. 

The  second  plea  in  substance  denied  that  the  Bespondents  had 
refused  to  bury  the  deceased,  and  alleged  that  they  were  entitled 
to' point  out  the  place  in  the  cemetery  where  he  should  be  buried, 
and  that  they  were  ready  to  do  so,  and  to  give  him  such  burial  as 
he  was  entitled  ta 

The  third  plea  averred  that  the  service  (euUe)  of  the  Boman 
Catholic  religion  in  Canada  is  free,  and  the  exercise  of  its  religious 
ceremonies  of  whatever  nature  is  independent  of  all  civil  inter- 
ference or  control ;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  the  freedom 
of  that  religion,  the  law  recognises  the  Bespondents  as  proprietors 
of  the  Boman  Catholic  parish  church  of  Mcmireal,  and  of  its 
parsonage,  cemeteries,  and  other  dependencies,  which  are  all 
Boman  Catholic  property  devoted  to  the  exclusive  use  and  exer- 
cise of  that  religion,  and  subject  to  the  exclusive  control  and 
management  of  the  Bespondenta,  and  of  the  superior  Boman 
Catholic  ecclesiastical  authority ;  that  the  Bespondents,  in  such 
capacity,  had  for  more  than  ten  years  been  proprietors  and  in 
possession  of  the  Boman  Catholic  cemetery  in  question,  and  are 
empowered  by  law  to  point  out  the  precise  spot  in  the  cemetery 

.  where  each  burial  is  to  be  made;  that,  besides  their  above-raen- 
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tioned  capacity  the  Bespondents  are  also  dvil  officers  withia       j.  c. 

oertain  limits,  haying  to  fulfil  certain  duties  defined  by  law,  and        1874 

are  legally  responsible  in  that  capacity  and  sphere  only;  that     BBoini 

the  Bespondents,  in  their  double  capacity  thus  existing,  are,  by  Q^ji\n 

the  Boman  Catholic  reUgious  authority  and  by  the  law,  set  over  Mohtbial. 

the  burial  of  persons  of  Bonotan  Catholic  denomination  dying  in 

the  parish  of  Montreal,  and  are  responsible  to  the  religious  and 

ciyil  authorities  respectively  for  the  religious  and  civil  portions 

of  such  functions ;  that  the  Bespondents  for  the  execution  of  their 

double  duty,  and  in  accordance  with  the  immemorial  custom  of 

the  Boman  Catholic  parishes  throughout  the  country,  have  assigned 

one  part  of  the  cemetery  for  the  burial  of  persons  of  Catholic 

denomination  and  belief  who  are  buried  with  Boman  CathoUc 

religious  ceremonies,  and  another  part  for  the  burial  of  those  who 

are  deprived  of  ecclesiastical  burial ;  that  Joieph  Ou8H>rd  Was  a 

member  of  a  literary  society  at  Montreal,  called  the  Canadian 

Inatituto,  and  as  such  was  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had  been 

fi>r  about  ten  years  previous,  notoriously  and  publicly  subject  to 

canonical  penalties  resulting  from  such  membership  and  inyolving 

deprivation  of  ecclesiastical  burial ;  that  immediately  after  the 

death    of  Joseph  ^Cknbord,  the    Bev.   Victor  Bouueloi,  Boman 

CathoUo  priest,  and  curate  of  the  parish  of  Montreal,  submitted 

the  question  of  his  religious  burial  to  the  Bev.  AleopiB  Fridirie 

Truteavk,  Yicar-General  of  the  Boman  Catholic  diocese  of  Montreal, 

and  administrator  of  the  diocese,  with   supreme  ecdesiastieal 

authority  therein,  in  the  absence  of  the  bishop,  by  virtue  of  the 

rescript  of  the  Pope,  dated  the  4th  of  October,  1868 ;  and  that 

the  said  administrator  replied  by  a  decree  declaring  that,  since 

Joeeph  Chdbord  was  a  member  of  the  Canadian  Institute  at  the 

time  of  his  death,  ecclesiastical  burial  could  not  be  granted  to 

him  ;  that  the  Plaintiff,  by  her  agents,  having  required  M.  Boussdot 

and  the  Bespondents  to  give  to  the  body  both  religious  and  civil 

burial  in  the  cemetery  in  question  they  repeatedly  informed  the 

said  agents  of  such  decree  of  the  administrator  of  the  diocese,  and 

that  in  consequence  thereof  ecclesiastical  burial  could  not   be 

granted  and  was  refused,  but  tliat  they  were  ready  as  civil  officers 

to  bury  the  remains  civilly,  and  authenticate  the  death  according 

to  law,  which  offer  was  never  accepted  by  the  Plaintiff  or  her 
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J.  G.  agents,  and  that,  having  regard  to  the  above  facts,  the  Plaintiff 
1874  could  not  claim  from  the  Bespondents  for  the  remains  of  her  late 
Bnows  husband  more  than  civil  burial,  and  that  under  the  conditions  laid 
Cob*  *io  db  ^^^^  ^7  *^®  ecclesiastical  laws  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church, 
MosTBBAL.  which  the  Respondents  had  never  refused.  The  plea  then  con- 
cluded hj  saying  that  the  Respondents  had  refused  nothing  but 
ecclesiastical  burial,  for  the  refusal  of  which  they  were  responsible 
only  before  the  religious  and  not  before  the  civil  authority. 

The  widow  filed  several  answers  to  these  pleas,  some  in  the 
nature  of  demurrers,  some  of  traverses  of  the  facts  alleged,  and  to 
the  third  plea  also  a  special  answer,  setting  out  the  facts  with 
respect  to  the  dispute  between  the  institute,  the  bishop,  and  the 
Court  of  Borne, — which  have  been  already  mentioned. 

The  Respondents  joined  issue  on  these  answers,  and  also,  by 
leave  of  the  Court,  filed  a  special  replication  to  the  Petitioner's 
third  answer  to  the  Respondent's  third  plea ;  in  which,  after  re- 
peating that  the  Civil  Courts  were  incompetent  to  question  a 
decision  of  the  ecclesiastical  authorities  on  ecclesiastical  matters, 
and  could  not  inquire  into  the  grounds  upon  which  ecclesiastical 
burial  had  been  refused  to  Cff^ibord,  they,  nevertheless,  cited  the 
decrees  of  the  Council  of  Trent  with  regard  to  tho  Index  and  the 
proceedings  relating  to  the  institute,  and  concluded  by  an  aver- 
ment that,  in  consequence  of  the  premises,  Outbord  at  the  time 
of  his  death  must  be  considered  as  **  un  pidieur  public,"  and,  as 
such,  obnoxious  to  the  canonical  penalties  imposed  by  the  Roman 
Catholic  ritual,  among  which  was  privation  of  sepulture. 

That  the  members  of  the  institute  having  refused  to  obey  the 
pastoral,  and  persisted  in  their  refusal,  **  le  jugemeni  de  FEvejue 
imposant  la  peine  canonique  aus-meniionnSe  est  demeuree  en  pleine 
force  et  effete* 

It  then  avers,  after  stating  the  proceeding  relating  to  an  appeal 
to  Rome,  that  the  Administrator-General,  taking  into  considera- 
tion all  the  facts  relating  to  Guibord,  "  comnie  membre  du  dit  in- 
stUuty  had  *'Ju8tement  rendu  le  decret  qui  Va  prive  de  la  sipvMure 
eccUsioistiqxieS  and  further,  "  que  ^  decret,  rendu  dans  la  forme  oil 
il  se  trouve,  est  d^ailleurs  un  dScret  nominal." 

Issue  was  joined  on  this  special  replication. 

It  is  to  be  noticed  that  in  this  replication  it  is  for  the  first  time 
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alleged  that,  on  the  ground  of  his  being  '^pechettr  public**  Ouibord       J.  a 
was  disentitled  to  ecclesiastical  bnrial.  1S74 

The  case  was  argued  before  Mr.  Justice  Mondeld  in  the  Superior      brow 
Cfeurt,  on  the  demurrers  and  on  the  merits.  ^^^  ^^  ^^ 

The  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  widow  on  the  merits,  and  on  Mohtrbal. 
the  demurrers  to  the  first  and  third  pleas,  and  ordered  a  peremp- 
tory writ  of  mandamus  to  issue ;  but  declared  that  it  did  not  pay 
any  regard  either  to  the  widow's  special  answer  to  the  third  plea 
or  the  special  replication,  which  it  seems  to  have  considered  as 
improperly  pleaded. 

There  was  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Beyision,  before  three 
Judges,  who  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  quashed 
the  writ  originally  issued,  and  dismissed  the  writ  of  mandamus 
with  costs. 

From  this  judgment  the  widow  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  and  presented  petitions  of  recusation  against  four  of  the 
Judges  which  the  Judges  refused  to  admit.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
enter  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  as  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
their  Lordships  fully  expressed  their  opinion  that  these  petitions 
could  not  be  sustained. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Berision ;  but  the  Judges  did  not  agree  as  to  the  grounds  upon 
which  their  decision  was  founded.  They  discussed  at  some  length 
the  matters  raised  upon  the  third  plea ;  but  they  decided  against 
the  Appellant  upon  the  questions  as  to  the  form  of  the  writ  and 
the  regularity  of  the  proceedings. 

The  questions  of  form,  which  are  not  unimportant,  may  be  dis- 
posed of  before  the  graver  questions  which  arise  out  of  the  third 
plea  are  considered. 

And  first,  is  the  mandamus  bad  upon  the  ground  of  uncertainty, 
or  upon  any  other  ground  ? 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  writ  was  in  proper  form 
according  to  the  Code  of  Procedure  for  Lower  Canada  ;  the  pro- 
cedure^therein  pointed  out,  though  called  a  mandamus,  was  not  a 
writ  of  mandamus  in  the  first  instance,  but,  in  efiect,  a  summons 
to  answer  a  petition  praying  for  an  order  upon  the  Defendants  to 
do  certain  specified  acts.  The  first  thing  to  be  done  by  the  De- 
fendants was  not,  as  in  the  case  of  a  writ  of  mandamus  in  England^ 
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J,  0.      to  make  a  retnni  to  the  writ^  bat  to  appear  to  the  eommons,  and 

1874        plead  to  the  petition.    The  sections  of  the  Code  of  Procedure 

B^      bearing  upon  this  point  are  1028, 1024,  and  1025.    Article  1023 

OuB<  Aa  ■  ®^i^®^%  contemplates  a  writ  of  summons.  It  says  the  applioa- 
MohtbbIl.  tion  is  made  by  petition,  supported  by  affidavits  setting  forth  the 
iiekcts  of  the  case  presented  to  the  Court  or  a  Judges  who  may 
thereupon  order  the  writ  to  issue,  clearly  meaning  a  writ  of 
summons,  for  it  goes  on,  **  and  such  writ  is  served  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  other  writ  of  summons."  This  is  rendered  more 
dear  by  Article  1024,  which  directs  the  subsequent  proceedingis  to 
be  had  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  first  chapter  of  that 
section.  That  refers  to  Articles  from  997  to  1002,  both  inclusive ; 
which,  in  cases  similar  to  quo  warranto,  requite  an  information  to 
be  presented  to  the  Court  or  a  Judge,  supported  by  affidavits,  upon 
which  the  issue  of  a  writ  of  summons  may  be  ordered.  The  writ 
of  summons  commands  appearance  upon  a  day  fixed,  and  ia  to  be 
served  in  the  manner  pointed  out.  The  Defendants  are  to  appear 
on  the  day  fixed  (Article  1011),  and  to  plead  specially  to  the 
information  (Article  1012).  In  the  case  of  mandamus  under  the 
Code,  therefore,  the  parties  are  not  to  make  a  return  to  the  sam- 

t;.  mons;  the  pleadings  are  to  commence  with  a  plea  to  the  petitios, 

and  not  a  plea  to  the  retorn  to  the  writ  In  our  opinion,  there- 
fore, the  olgecticm  to  the  writ,  so  £ftr  as  it  related  to  its  being  a 
mere  writ  of  summons,  and  not  a  writ  of  mandamus,  was  untenable, 
and  the  practice  of  the  Court  in  this  respect,  which  has  ^always 
been  adopted,  is  in  compliance  with  the  directions  of  the  Code. 
The  other  technical  objections  to  the  writ  have  no  substantial 
foundation.  Three  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
held  that  the  writ  was  correct  in  point  of  form,  although  one  of 
them,  Mr.  Justice  BadgUy,  being  of  opinion  that  the  writ  asked 
for  too  much,  held  that  a  peremptory  writ  could  not  issue  com- 
manding the  Defendants  to  do  the  one  thing  only,  viz.,  to  bury, 

I  which,  according  to  his  view,  they  were  legally  bound  to  do. 

j  The  procedure  therefore  requiring  a  petition  and  plea  to  the 

petition,  it  appears  to  follow  that  the  applicant  for  the  writ  is  not 
so  strictly  bound  by  the  prayer  of  his  petition  as  he  is  in  this 
country  to  the  command  contained  in  the  first  writ  of  mandamui, 
and  that  the  Court  may  mould  the  order  for  the  peremptory  writ 
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in  the  same  manner  as  the  Court  here  may  mould  the  role  for  a       J.  0. 
mandamus.    There  being  no  rule  which  requires  a  peremptory        1874 
writ  of  mandamus  to  be  granted  in  the  precise  terms  of  the  first      bbowv 
writy  it  seems  to  follow  that  the  general  rules  applicable  to  plead-  q  q^^ 
ings,  either  in  equity  or  at  common  law»  may  be  acted  upon.  Momtbkal. 
According  to  them,  a  Plaintiff  may  generally  obtain  a  decree  for 
less  than  that  for  which  he  asks,  and  for  relief  in  a  more  distinct 
and  specific  form  than  that  for  which  he  has  prayed,  provided  it 
is  within  the  scope  of  the  prayer. 

In  the  present  case  the  prayer  of  the  petition  was — that  the 
Defendants  might  be  commanded  to  bury  or  cause  to  be  buried 
the  body  of  the  deceased  Joseph  Chtibard  in  the  Boman  Catholic 
cemetery,  conformably  to  usage  and  to  law.  That  was,  doubtless, 
as  painted  out  by  the  Court  of  Beyiew,  extremely  yague. 

The  objectian  to  issuing  a  peremptory  writ  in  that  form  was 
dearly  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Maekay. 

«  Under  such  yague  ccmclusion,"  he  observes, ''  the  point  really 
meant  to  be  tried  is  hidden.  That  the  Defendants  are  bound  to 
bury  CMbord  in  the  Boman  Catholic  cemetery,  according  to  the 
usages  and  the  law,  is  indisputable,  and  is  not  disputed.  Pre- 
remptory  mandamus  to  do  this  would  nevertheless  leave  things 
just  as  unsettled  between  Plaintiff  and  Defendants  as  they  were 
the  day  before  the  Plaintiff  presented  the  requite.*' 

But  if  the  principle  above  laid  down  be  acted  upon,  the  Court 
may,  in  a  peremptory  writ,  specify  distinctly  what  they  consider 
the  Defendants  are  bound  to  do  according  to  usage  and  law,  and 
may  peremptorily  comnumd  the  D^(Nidants  to  do  it  If  they 
consider  that  the  Defendants  are  bound  to  provide  ecclesiastical 
burial  with  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Boman  Catholic 
Church,  they  may  say  so.  If  they  consider  that  the  Defendants 
are  bound  to  bury  the  body  in  that  part  of  the  cemetery  in  which 
bodies  of  those  interred  with  ecclesiastical  burial  are  usually 
buried,  the  peremptory  writ  may  be  worded  accordingly.  If  they 
think  the  Defendants  are  bound  to  register  the  burial,  the  writ 
may  go  on  to  order  such  registration ;  or,  if  they  think  that  the 
Defendants  are  not  bound  to  register  the  burial,  they  can  order 
the  burial  alone. 

The  next  point  of  form  relates  to  the  question  who  are  the 
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J.  0.  Defendants  to  this  writ.  Are  they  the  cure  and  margutHkn 
1874  personally^  or  in  their  corporate  capacity?  The  name  used  in 
BBowir  ^i^^  conveyance  of  the  land  for  the  cemetery,  and  that  used  in 
€uBi  Ac  DB  *^®  plfi^nt  and  writ  of  summons  are  identical.  And  their  Lord- 
MoRTBXAL.  ships  upon  the  whole  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  writ  was 
against  "  Jes  euri  et  marguittiers,^'  for  the  time  beings  in  their  cor- 
porate capacity  as  holders  of  the  land  and  administrators  of  the 
cemetery ;  and  that  the  euri  in  his  individual  or  spiritual  capacity 
is  not  a  party  to  this  suit. 

It  now  becomes  necessary  to  determine  the  merits  of  the  case, 
and  the  grave  questions  of  public  and  constitutional  law  which  are 
raised  by  the  third  plea,  and  the  subsequent  pleadings. 

In  order  to  do  this,  it  is  desirable  to  consider  shortly  the  sfarftfs 
of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  in  Lower  Camada^  both  before  and 
after  the  cession  of  the  Province  of  QuAeo  in  1762. 

It  is  certain  that  before  the  cession  the  Established  Church  of 
that  province,  as  in  the  Kingdom  of  t^nes  itself,  was  the  Boman 
Catholic  Church ;  its  law,  however,  being  modified  by  what  were 
known  as  ''  2es  libertei  d$  Vl^lUe  Gallioans.''  There  seem  also  to 
have  been  regular  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  and  besides  them  there 
was  vested  in  the  Superior  Council  of  CancuUi  the  jurisdiction 
recognised  in  French  jurisprudence  and  enforced  by  the  Parlia- 
ments of  France  as  the  **  appdlaiio  tanquam  ab  abueu^**  or  the 
''  appd  eomme  d^abuej' 

In  Lupin's  **  Manuel  du  Droit  Public  Ecdesiattiqus  Fran^ie^ 
ed.  1845,  the  celebrated  work  of  Pithou  is  set  forth,  with  notes  of 
the  learned  editor,  in  the  79th  Article.  Piihous  treatise  defines 
the  **  appd  comme  d*abu8  "  as  that — 

^  Appellation  prSdae  que  noe  perea  ont  dit  estre  quand  U  y  a 
erUrepriee  de  juriedietian  on  attentat  centre  lee  eainets  deerets  et 
canons  receux  en  ee  royaume,  droits,  franchises^  libertesi,  et  privHiyes 
de  r^fflise  Gallieane,  concordats^  edits^  et  ordonnances  du  Boy,  arrests 
de  son  Parlement:  href,  contre  ce  qui  est  nons&ulement  de  drciet 
commun,  divin  ou  naturel,  mais  aussi  des  prerogaiives  de  ce  royaume 
et  de  VEglise  d'iceiuyr 

The  following  are  the  public  documents  which  shew  how  the 
Eoman  Catholic  Church  in  Lower  Canada  was  dealt  with  on  the 
conquest  and  cession  of  the  province : — 
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The  27th  Article  of  the  Instrument  of  Cession  is  in  these       j.  o. 
terms ;—  1874 

'^  Ls  Itbre  exereiee  de  la  religion  Catholique  Aposlclique  et  Bomaine      Bbowv 
whsistera  en  son  entier,  en  sorte  que  tous  lee  State  et  le  peuple  dee  (y^j^  \q^  ^^ 
«Ha  el  des  campaffnes,  lieux  et  poster  eloignie,  powrroni  eontinuer  Mowtmal. 
de  iaseemhler  dans  les  eglises  et  de  frequenter  les  saerements  eomme 
d'dewint,  sans  etre  inquietes  ^aueune  maniere,  direetement  on  in- 
directement.    Cespeuples  seroni  obligis  par  le  Oouvemement  Anglais 
a  payer  aux  pretres  qui  en  prendront  soin  les  dimes  et  tons  les  droits 
qu*iU  avaient  coutume  de  payer  sous  le  Chuvemement  de  Sa  Majeste 
Tris-Chretienne.    Aecordee  pour  le  libre  exereiee  de  leur  religion 
T obligation  de  payer  les  dimes  aux  pretres  dependra  de  la  voUnte  du 
Boi:'—(PBse  15,  •«  Aetes  Publics:') 

Again,  in  the  Treaty  of  1763  it  is  said : — 

**Sa  Majesti  Britannique  consent  d^aeeorder  la  liberte  de  la 
rdigion  CkUkoVque  aux  hahitans  du  Canada,  et  leur  permet  de 
profesaer  le  evlte  de  leur  religion,  autani  que  les  lois  de  VAngleterre 
h  permeitent:* 

And  lastly,  by  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  1774  (14  6eo»  3, 
c.  88),  intituled,  "  An  Act  for  making  more  Effectual  Provision 
for  the  Groyernment  of  QuAeo,  in  NtyrOy  America"  it  was  declared 
by  sect.  5  that,  for  the  more  perfect  security  and  ease  of  the  minds 
of  the  inUkbitants  of  the  said  province  His  Majesty's  subjects  pro- 
fessing the  religion  of  the  Church  of  B4me  of  and  in  the  said 
province  of  Quebec  might  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  the  free  exercise 
of  the  religion  of  the  Church  of  Borne,  subject  to  the  King's 
supremacy,  declared  and  established  by  an  Act  made  in  the  first 
year  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty  Queen  Elizabeth,  over  all  the 
dominions  and  countries  which  then  did,  or  should  thereafter 
belong  to  the  Imperial  Crown  of  this  realm,  and  that  the  clergy  of 
the  said  church  might  hold,  receive,  and  enjoy  their  accustomed 
dues  and  rights  with  respect  to  such  persons  only  as  should  profess 
the  said  religion. 

And  by  the  8th  section  it  is  enacted : — 

^That  all  His  Majesty's  Canadian  subjects  within  the  province 
of  QiuAee,  the  religious  orders  and  communities  only  excepted, 
may  also  hold  and  enjoy  their  property  and  possessions,  together 
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J.  C.       with  all  cugtoms  and  usages  relative  thereto^  and  all  other  their 
1S74       ciyil  rights,  in  as  large,  ample,  and  beneficial  manner  as  if  the 
Bbowv      ^^  Proclamation,  Commissions,  Ordinances,  and  other  Acts  and 
CuuL  Ao  Bi  Ii^s^i^Gi^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  made,  and  as  may  consist  with  their 
UosTBiAL.   allegiance  to  His  Majesty,  and  sabjection  to  the  Grown  and  Parlia- 
ment of  Oreat  Britain  ;  and  that  in  all  matters  of  controversy, 
relative  to  property  and  civil  rights,  resort  shall  be  had  to  the 
laws  of  Ca$Mda  as  the  rale  for  the  decision  of  the  same,"  &o. 

From  these  documents  it  would  follow  that>  although  the 
Boman  Catholic  Church  in  Canada  may  on  the  conquest  have 
ceased  to  be  an  Established  Church  in  the  full  sense  of  the  term, 
it  nevertheless^  continued  to  be  a  Church  recognised  by  the 
State ;  retaining  its  endowments,  and  continuing  to  have  certain 
rights  (e.ff.,ike  perception  of  "  dimes  "  from  its  members)  enforce* 
able  at  law. 

It  has  been  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants  that  the 
efiect  of  the  Act  of  Cession,  the  Treaty,  and  subsequent  legis- 
lation, has  been  to  leave  the  law  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Churdi 
as  it  existed  and  was  in  force  before  the  cession,  to  secure  to  the 
Boman  Catholic  inhabitants  of  Lower  Canada  all  the  privileges 
which  their  fathers,  as  French  subjects,  then  enjoyed  under  the 
head  of  the  liberties  of  the  Gallican  Church ;  and  fbrther,  that 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  created  in  179^  possessed,  and  that 
the  existing  Superior  Court  now  possesses,  as  the  Superior  Council 
heretofore  possessed,  the  power  of  enfonnng  these  privileges  by 
proceedings  in  the  nature  of  appel  eomme  cFabtte.  Considering 
the  altered  circumiBtances  of  the  Boman  Gatiiolie  Church  in 
Canada,  the  non-existence  of  any  recognised  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
in  that  province,  such  as  those  in  France  which  it  was  the  office  of 
an  appel  comme  d'cibue  to  control  and  keep  within  their  juris- 
diction ;  and  the  absence  of  any  mention  in  the  recent  Code  of 
Procedure  for  Lower  Canada  of  such  a  proceeding,  their  Lordships 
would  feel  considerable  difficulty  in  affirming  the  latter  of  the 
above  propositions.  Mr.  Justice  Monddet,  indeed,  refers  in  his 
judgment  to  various  cases  of  a  mixed  character  (I)  in  which  the 

\'  (1)  WurttU  V.  Bishop  of  Quthec,      Larocque  et  vir  v.  MUihon,  1   Low. 
D^,  de8  Tribunaux,  torn.  ii.  p.  68 ;      Can.  Jnr.  181. 
Jarrel  v.  QinScol,  4  Low.  Oan.  Jar.  213 ; 
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Giyil  Courts  appear  at  first  sight  to  hare  recently  exercised  a       J.  a 
jorisdictioD   somewhat  analogous  to  that  exercised  in  the  appel       1S74 
cmme  d^dbua.    But  on  examination  these  cases  prore  to  be  suits      bbowv 
of  a  different  character,  actions  for  damages  against  spiritual  per-  q^^^^  j^ 
sons  for  wrongs  done  by  them  in  their  spiritual  capacities.  Momtbkal. 

Their  Lordships  do  not,  however,  think  it  necessary  to  express 
any  opinion  as  to  the  competence  of  the  Civil  Courts  to  oitertain 
a  Boit  in  the  nature  of  the  appd  camme  €Fabu»,  as  they  agree  . 
with  Mr.  Justice  Mackajf  and  other  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Revi- 
sion, that  in  such  a  suit  the  procedure  must  be  different  from  the 
present,  and  that  at  least  it  would  be  necessary  to  bring  the 
proper  ecclesiastical  authorities  before  the  Court  as  Defendants. 

It  is  another  and  a  different  question,  to  be  considered  hereafter, 
whether  the  jurisprudence  and  precedents  relating  to  the  appd 
eomme  cCabus  may  not  be  considered  by  their  Lordships  as  evi« 
deacing  the  law  of  the  Church  in  Canada^  by  the  maladminisr 
tration  of  which  the  Appellant  complains  that  he  has  been 
wronged. 

Nor  do  their  Lordships  think  it  necessary  to  pronounce  any 
opinion  upon  the  difficult  questions  which  were  raised  in  the 
argument  before  them  touching  the  precise  slatua,  at  the  present 
time,  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  in  CatMdcL  It  has,  on  the 
one  hand,  undoubtedly,  since  the  cession,  wanted  some  of  the 
characteristics  of  an  Established  Church;  whilst,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  differs  materially  in  several  important  particulars  from 
such  voluntary  religious  societies  as  the  Anglican  Church  in  the 
Colonies,  or  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  in  England.  The  pay-^ 
ment  of  dlmeB  to  the  clergy  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  by 
its  lay  members ;  and  the  rateability  of  the  latter  to  the  main- 
tenance ot  parochial  cemeteries,  are  secured  by  law  and  statutes. 
These  rights  of  the  Church  must  beget  corresponding  obligations, 
and  it  is  obvious  that  this  state  of  things  may  give  rise  to  questions 
between  the  laity  and  clergy  which  can  only  be  determined  by  the 
Municipal  Courts.  It  seems,  however,  to  their  Lordships  to  be 
unnecessary  to  pursue  this  question,  because  even  if  this  Church 
were  to  be  regarded  merely  as  a  private  and  yoluntary  religious 
society  resting  only  upon  a  consensual  basis.  Courts  of  Justice  are 
still  bound,  when  due  complaint  is  made  that  a  member  of  the 
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J.  C. .     society  has  been  injured  as  to  his  rights,  in  any  matter  of  a  mixed 

1S74       spiritual  and  temporal  character^  to  inquire  into  the  laws  or  roles 

^^^      of  the   tribunal  or  authority  which  has  inflicted  the  alleged 

^  MoNTBSAL.       In  the  case  of  Lonff  v.  Bishop  of  Cape  Town,  their  Lordships 
said : — 

'^The  Church  of  England/in  places  where  there  is  no  Church 
established  by  law,  is  in  the  same  situation  with  any  other  religious 
body — in  no  betteri  but  in  no  worse  position ;  and  the  members 
may  adopt,  as  the  members  of  any  other  communion  may  adopt, 
rules  for  enforcing  discipline  within  their  body  which  will  be  bind- 
ing on  those  who,  expressly  or  by  implication,  haye  assented  to 
them.  It  may  be  further  laid  down  that  where  any  religious  or 
other  lawful  association  has  not  only  agreed  on  the  terms  of  its 
union,  but  has  also  constituted  a  tribunal  to  determine  whether  the 
rules  of  the  association  have  been  violated  by  any  of  its  members 
or  not,  and  what  shall  be  the  consequence  of  such  riolation;  the 
decision  of  such  tribunal  will  be  binding  when  it  has  acted  within 
the  scope  of  its  authority,  has  observed  such  forms  as  the  rules  re- 
quire, if  any  forms  be  prescribed,  and,  if  not,  has  proceeded  in  a 
manner  consonant  with  the  principles  of  justice"  (1). 

Their  Lordships  will  bear  in  mind  these  principles  in  the  judg- 
ment which  they  are  about  to  pronounce. 

Now,  what  is  the  question  to  be  here  decided  ?  It  is  the  right 
of  Ouibord  to  interment  in  the  ordinary  way  in  the  cemetery  of  his 
parish,  a  right  enforceable  by  liis  representative.  It  may  be 
observed  that  the  curi  and  marffuilliers  are  only  proprietors  of  the 
parochial  cemetery  in  the  sense  in  which  a  parson  in  England  is 
the  owner  of  the  freehold  of  the  churchyard,  that  is  to  say,  subject 
to  the  right  of  the  parishioner  to  be  buried  therein.  The  Bespon* 
dents  do  not  contest  that  Ouibord  had  that  right,  but  say  that  they 
have  refused  nothing  but  ecclesiastical  burial,  for  the  refusal  of 
^hich  they  are  responsible  only  to  the  religious,  and  not  to  the 
civil  authority.  They  admit,  however,  that  the  consequence  of  the 
refusal  of  ecclesiastical  burial  is  that  the  remains  of  the  deceased 
can  be  interred  only  in  the  smaller  or  reserved  portion  of  the 

(1)  1  Moore,  P.C.  (N.8.)  Caaw,  461. 
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<;emetery.    It  cannot  be  doubted  on  the  evidence  that  this  quali-       J.  C. 
fication  of  the  general  right  of  interment,  this  separation  of  the        1874 
grave  from  the  ordinary  place  of  sepulture,  implies  degradation,      bbowk 
not  to  say  infamy.  Oub£,  V  n. 

That  forfeiture  of  the  right  to  ecclesiastical  burial,  involving  Montbeal. 
these  consequences,  may  be  legally  incurred  is  not  denied  by  the 
Appellants.  Their  contention  is,  that  it  was  not  so  incurred  by 
Otiibord;  that,  according  to  the  law  of  the  religious  community  to 
which  he  belonged,  he  retained  at  the  time  of  his  death  his  right 
to  be  buried  in  the  larger  portion  of  the  cemetery  in  the  usual 
manner. 

Their  Lordships  are  disposed  to  concur,  with  one  qualification, 
in  the  opinion  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  Berihelot  as  to  the  mixed 
character  of  these  questions.    He  says : — 

**Le  hapteme,  U  manage  el  la  sipuUvre  fiotU  de  maUere  mixte,  et 
hs  eodisiastiques  ne  peuvent  se  refuser  de  lea  administrer  a  eetjw  de 
leur  paroissiens  qui  y  ont  droit,  comme  rSsidants  dana  F enclave  de  ea 
paroisse,  a  tnoine  cependant  qu'U  n'y  ait  des  peines  ecdeeiastiqtiee 
prononceea  eontre  eum  par  Feveque  ou  autre  autcrUe  eedeeiaetique 


If  this  passage  is  to  be  taken  to  imply  that  it  is  competent  to 
the  bishop  to  deprive  a  Boman  Catholic  subject  of  his  rights  by 
pronouncing  against  him  ex  mero  mciu  ecclesiastical  penalties, 
their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  proposition  is  too  wide. 
They  conceive  that,  if  the  act  be  questioned  in  a  Court  of 
Justice,  that  Court  has  a  right  to  inquire,  and  is  bound  to 
inquire,  whether  that  act  was  in  accordance  with  the  law  and 
rules  of  discipline  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  which  obtain  in 
Lower  Canada^  and  whether  the  sentence,  if  any,  by  which  it  is 
sought  to  be  justified  was  regularly  pronounced  by  an  authority 
competent  to  pronounce  it. 

It  is  worthy  of  observation,  as  bearing  both  upon  the  question 
of  the  statue  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  in  Lower  Canada,  and 
the  manner  of  ascertaining  the  law  by  which  it  is  governed,  that 
in  the  Courts  below  it  was  ruled,  apparently  at  the  instance  of 
the  Respondents,  that  the  law,  including  the  ritual  of  the  Church, 
Vol.  VI.  3  P 


210  CASES  m  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  0.        could  not  be  proved  by  witnesses,  but  that  the  Courts  were  bound 
1874        to  take  judicial  notice  of  its  provisions. 

j^^  The  application  of  this  ruling  virould  be  difficult,  unless  it  be 
c  *&c  DM  <^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ecclesiastical  law  which  now  governs  Boman 
MoNTBBAL.  Catholics  in  Lower  Canada  is  identical  with  that  which  governed 
the  French  province  of  QuAee,  If  modifications  of  that  law  had 
been  introduced  since  the  cession  they  have  not  been  introduced 
by  any  legislative  authority.  They  nxust  haye  been  the  subject 
of  something  tantamount  to  a  consensual  contract  binding  the 
members  of  that  religious  community,  and,  as  such,  ought>  if 
invoked  in  a  Civil  Court,  to  be  regularly  proved. 

It  seems,  however,  to  be  admitted  on  both  sides  that  the  law 
upon  the  point  in  dispute  is  to  be  found  in  the  Queb$6  Kitual,  which 
was  certainly  accepted  as  law  in  Canada  before  the  cession  of  the 
province,  and  does  not  differ  in  any  material  particular  from  the 
Boman  ritual  also  cited  in  the  Courts  below.  The  QuAee  Bitasl 
is  as  follows : — 

^  On  doit  refuser  la  s^puUvre  eedSsiaetique, — 1%  aux  Juifs,  amt 
infideUSf  aux  herSliquea,  aux  apostate,  aux  schimnaHques,  et  enfin 
a  tous  ceux  qui  ne  font  pas  profeseion  de  la  religion  Caiholique, 
2^  Aux  enfants  marts  sans  bapteme.  3^  A  ceux  qui  auraient  He  nom- 
miment  exetyamwmes  ou  interdits,  si  ce  West  qu^avant  de  maurir  Us 
aient  donne  des  marques  de  douleur,  auqud  eas  en  pourra  leur 
aeeorder  la  sSpvUure  eeclesiastique,  apres  que  la  censure  aura  ete 
levee  par  nos  ordres.  l""  A  ceux  qui  se  seraient  iu4s  par  coJere  ou 
par  disespoir,  tlils  n'ont  donne  avant  leur  mort  des  marjues  de 
contrition  ;  U  rCen  est  pas  de  meme  de  ceux  gut  se  seraient  tuespar 
frenesie  ou  aecident,  auxquds  eas  on  la  doit  aeeorder.  5^  A  ceux 
qui  oni  etS  tuSs  en  dud,  quand  meme  Us  auraient  donne  des  marques 
de  repentir  avant  leur  mort.  6®  A  ceux  qui,  sans  excuse  UgUime, 
fiauront  pas  satisfait  a  leur  devoir  pascal,  a  moins  qu'Us  n*ayent 
donni  des  marque  de  contrition.  7""  A  ceux  qui  sent  morts  notoire- 
ment  coupables  de  quelque  peche  mortd,  comme  si  un  fideie  avail 
refusS  de  se  confesser,et  de  recevoir  lesauires  saerements  avant  que  de 
mourir,  s'U  etaii  mort  sans  vouloir  pardonner  a  ses  ennemis,  s'U  avait 
etS  assez  impie  pour  Uasphemer  sdemment  et  vohntairement  sans  avoir 
donne  aucun  eigne  de  penitenee.  II  nefaudraitpas  user  de  la  meme 
rigueur  envers  celui  qui  aurait  llaspheme  par  folic  ou  par  la  violence 
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dumal,  ear  en  ee  eaales  Ikuphemesne  Beraienipaa  v6lonlaire8,nipar       J.  0. 
eonsejueni  des  peehSs.    8^  Aim  pSeheurs  publies  qui  seraieni  marts        ](874 
dans  rimpiniienee;  teb  sani  les  eonetMnaires,  les  fUes  oufemmes     bbowh 
prostitnSes,  les  soreiers  el  les  fareewrSy  wuriers,  de.    A  Tigard  de  ooBt^io,  be 
eem  dont  les  crimes  seraieni  seerels,  eomme  on  ne  leur  refuse  pas  les   Mobtbb^. 
saerements,  on  ne  doit  pas  aussi  leur  refuser  la  siputture  eedkias' 
Uqus.    Powr  ee  qui  est  des  eriminels  qui  auront  iti  eondamnSs  a 
marl  ei  executes  par  ordre  de  la  Jusliee,  s'ils  sont  morls  pSnitens,  on 
ped  leur  aecorder  la  sepulture  eoeUsiaslique,  mais  sans  eirimonie. 
Le  eure  ou  vicaire  y  assists  sans  surplis,  el  disent  les  prieres  a  voix 
lasse.    Quand  U  y  awra  qudque  doute  swr  ees  series  de  ehoses,  les 

ernes  nous  consuUeront  ou  nos  ff  rands  vieaires" 
^^  • 

The  refusal  of  ecclesiastical  burial  to  Outbord  is  not  justified, 

and  could  not  have  justified  by  either  the  1st,  2nd,  4th,  5th,  or 

7th  of  the  above  rules. 

To  bring  him  within  the  3rd  rule  it  would  be  necessary  to  shew 

that  he  was  excommunicated  by  name.    That  such  a  sentence  of 

excommunication  might  be  passed  against  a  Roman  Catholic  in 

Canada^  and  that  it  might  be  the  duty  of  the  Oivil  Courts  to 

respect  and  giye  effect  to  it  their  Lordships  do  not  deny.    It  is  no 

doubt  true,  as  has  already  been  observed,  that  there  are  now  in 

Canada  no  regular  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  such  as  existed  and  were 

recognised  by  the  State  when  the  province  formed  part  of  the 

dominions  of  France,    It  must,  however,  be  remembered  that  a 

bishop  is  always  a  Judex  ordinarius^  according  to  the  canon  law ; 

and,  according  to  the  general  canon  law,  may  hold  a  Court  and 

deliver  judgment  if  he  has  not  appointed  an  official  to  act  for  hino. 

And  it  must  farther  be  remembered  that,  unless  such  sentences 

were  recognised,  there  would  exist  no   means  of  determining 

amongst  the  Roman  Catholics  of  Canada  the  many  questions 

toudiing  fiEuth  and  discipline  which,  upon  the  admitted  canons  of 

their  Church,  may  arise  among  them.    There  is,  however,  no  proof 

that  any  sentence  of  excommunication  was  ever  passed  against 

QvXbcrd  ncminatim  by  the  bishop  or  any   other  ecclesiastical 

authority.    Indeed,  it  was  admitted  at  the  Bar  that  there  was 

none;  their  Lordships  are  therefore  relieved  from  the  necessity  of 

considering  how  far  such  a  sentence,  if  passed,  might  have  been 

3         P2 
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J.  c.       examinable  by  the  Temporal  Court,  when  a  question  touching  its 
1874       legal  effect  and  yalidity  was  brought  before  that  Court. 
Bbown  '^  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  an  issue  was  distinctly  raised 

,  &         ^y  *^®  pleadings  upon  the  fact  of  such  a  sentence ;  and  the  ne- 
MqifTBKAL.   cessity  of  such  a  sentence  to  justify  the  refusal  seems  to  be,  to 
some  extent,  admitted  by  the  allegation  in  the  Defendant's  plead- 
ing that  le  dSerdf  as  it  is  there  called,  of  the  Administrator- 
General,  was  un  decret  nominal. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  suggested,  rather  than 
argued,  that  the  refusal  of  ecclesiastical  burial  in  QuiborSz  case 
might  be  brought  within  the  6th  of  the  above  rules,  and  justified 
on  the  ground  that,  without  legitimate  reason,  he  had  failed  to 
communicate  at  Easter.  But  upon  this  their  Lordships  have  to 
observe  that  this  failure  was  not  the  ground  on  which  ecclesiastical 
burial  was  denied  to  him ;  and  that,  so  far  from  wilfully  abstainiDg 
from  receiving  the  sacraments  of  the  Church,  those  sacraments 
were  refused  to  him  when  he  desired  to  recelTO  them  simply 
because  he  continued  to  be  a  member  of  the  institute. 

The  cause  of  refusal  finally  insisted  upon  was  that  GMbwi 
was  **  un  pScheur  publie  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  8th  rule. 
This  defence  was  set  up  for  the  first  time  in  the  replication. 
The  Administrator-General's  evidence  on  the  point  should  be 
noticed : — 

"  Question. — Pourqudb  raisonfeu  Joseph  Qwhordy  eomme  mem- 
bre  de  VInstUul  Canadien,  no  pouvaU-U  pas  etre  admis  avm  wffft" 
ments  de  V^glise  1 

"  Expense. — Paree  que,  eomme  tel^  il  est  eonsidSre  eomme  peeheur 
publie.  On  entend  par  peeheur  pviblie  eehi  qui,  pour  une  raison 
connue  putliquementy  ne  peut  participer  aux  saerements  de  VEglise. 
M.  Joseph  OuAord,  en  apparienant  a  rinstitut  Canadien^  apparte- 
naii  a  un  InstUut  qui  se  trouvaU,  eomme  U  se  trouve  eneore,  sous  les 
censures  de  VEglisepar  la  raison  qu'U  possede  une  btbliotheque  con- 
tena/nt  des  litres  def  endue  par  TEglise  sous  peine  d^exeommunication^ 
lat89  sententise  eneourue  ipso  &cto,  et  reservie  au  Pape,  par  lefaii 
de  la  possession  des  dits  livres.  Cdte  espeee  d^ excommunication  s'en- 
court  par  lefaii  mime,  dee  que  Von  eonnaU  la  hi  de  T^ise  qui  en 
dSfend  la  lecture  et  la  retenue,  des  que  eela  parvient  a  la  connaissanee 
de  ceu»  qui  les  posskdent.    Cette  excommunication  a  atteint  M.  Qui- 
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hrd  park  fait  mime  qu^U  etaii  membre  de  Vlnstitvi.    Lor9jyi!im       J.  C. 
ed  ma  Veffet  de  la  dite  exeommunicatian,  quoique  Ton  puisse  eon-       1874 
Hnuer  a  etre  membre  de  T^fflise  CaihoHque^  et  que,  defait,  Ton  eon-     Bbown 
iinue  a  en  Hre  memhre,  Ton  est  prtvS  de  la  partieipalion  aux  sacre-  oi  re/&c.,  de 
merda,  ee  qui  entraine  la  privation  de  la  sSpuUure  eedeeiastique.  Montreal. 
Vinla pourquoi  cette  espeee  de  e^puUure  a  6U  refueie  a  M.  Ouibord" 

The  evidence  continues — 

''Question. — Le  ditfeu  Joseph  Ouibord,  eomme  membre  de  Tin- 
diiui  Canadien,  Stait-il  sous  Teffei  de  Texeommunieaiion,  en  vertu  de 
jwique  regie  pSnSrale  de  Tl^gliee  seulement,  ou  en  eonsiquenee  de 
qudque  dicrd  partieulier  f 

'^B^ponse. — II  y  etait  d^dbord  en  vertu  de  la  hi  ghUrale  de 
TEgiise,  et  en  vertu  de  Tapplieation  qu*en  a  faite  T6oeque  de  Montreal 
par  eon  mandement^ 

The  eyidence  further  continues — 

''Question. — A  quel  mandementfaiiea-vous  aUueion  f 

"B^ponse. — Cesl  a  edui  produit  en  eetteeauee  eomme  T Exhibit 
B.dela  Demandereese. 

"Question. — Est-il  dedari  qudque  part  dans  aueun  mandement 
ou  lettre  pastorale  Smanant  de  T£veque  de  Montreal  que  lefait  d^ap- 
partenir  a  Tlnstitut  Canadien  entraine  Texeommunieaiion;  el  si 
vous  ripondez  affirmativement,  veuiHez  indiquer  les  termes  qui 
decreteni  telle  chose  i 

"Beponse. — Ceei  est  declare  dans  Tannonee  de  Monseigneur  de 
MofOrealf  que,  en  ma  qualiU  d^administrateur,  fai  fait  pMier  le 
quaiorze  Ao&t  mU  huit  cent  soiosante-^t-neuf,  laqueUe  annonee  est 
prodvUe  eomme  piece  D.  de  la  Demanderesse.  Void  dans  quds 
termes  ceci  est  dScJarS :  *  Ainsi,  nos  ires-ehers  freres,  deux  choses 
sonl  id  spedalement  d  strietement  defendues,  savdr :  1,  defaire 
fartie  de  TInditut  Canadien  tant  qu^U  enseignera  des  dodrinesper- 
nicieuees;  d2,  de  ptiblier,  retenir,  garder,  lire  TAnnuaire  du  dii 
Inslitutpour  1868.  Ces  deux  commandements  de  T^lglise  sent  en 
matlere  grave,  dily  a  par  consequent  un  grand  pieM  a  les  violer 
9ciemment.  En  consequence  cdui  qui  persists  a  vouloir  demewrer 
ia/ns  le  dit  Inditut,  ou  alireou  sevlement  garder  le  su^it  Annuaire, 
ions  y  etre  avlorisS  par  TEglise,  se  prive  lui-mime  des  saerements, 
vieme  a  Tartide  de  la  mort,parce  que,  pour  etre  digne  d^en  approeher, 
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J.  C.       U/atd  deteater  le  pechS,  qui  donne  la  mort  a  Tame^^et  Hre  dispose  a 
1874        ne plus  le  eommettre' 
Btiawv         ^Qaestion. — ^reprivSdes  sacremenis  et  etre  exeommunie,  ed^ 

MoNTBXAL.       ^  Beponse. — Dans  le  eas  present  e'est  la  meme  chose, 

''Qaestion. — L^excommunieaium,  peut-eUe  etre  prononcee  sans 
qu'U  soU  memefaU  'usage  du  mot  1 

''  Beponse. — Je  ne  suis  pas  pret  a  rSpondre  a  cette  quesUonJ" 
It  is  impossible  wholly  to  avoid  a  suspicion  that  it  had  originally 
\)een  intended  to  rely  on  an  ipso  facto  excommunication,  and  that 
this  subsequent  defence  of  "  pecheur  pvblic  "  was  resorted  to  when 
it  became  manifest  that  a  sentence  of  excommunication  was 
necessary,  and  that  none  had  been  pronounced. 

What  is  this  category  of  ^  pScheur  public  "  to  include  ?  Is  the 
category  capable  of  indefinite  extension  by  means  of  the  use  of 
an  et  eaetera  in  the  QuAec  Ritual  ?  Or  if  the  force  of  an  6^  eatera 
is  to  be  allowed  to  bring  a  man  within  the  category  of  persons 
liable  to  what  in  ecclesiastical  law  is  a  criminal  penalty,  must  it 
not  be  confined  to  offences  ejusdem  generis  as  those  specified? 
Guibord's  case  did  not  come  within  any  of  the  enumerated 
classes. 

Some  argument  was  raised  as  to  the  effect  of  the  words,  *'  quand 
U  y  aura  qudque  doute  sur  ees  sortes  de  chose  les  curis  nous  eon- 
suUeront  ou  noire  grand  vicairef^  but  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  these  words  can  at  most  imply  a  duty  on  the  part  of 
the  cur6  to  consult  the  ordinary  as  to  the  application  of  the  law 
in  doubtful  cases,  not  a  power  on  the  part  of  the  ordinary  to 
enlarge  the  law  in  giving  those  directions,  or  to  create  a  new 
category  of  offenders. 

To  allow  a  discretionary  addition  to,  or  an  enlargement  of,  the 
categories  specified  in  the  Ritual,  would  be  fraught  with  the  most 
startling  consequences.  For  instance,  the  et  eaetera  might  be, 
according  to  the  supposed  exigency  of  the  particular  case^  ex- 
panded so  as  to  include  within  its  bann  any  person  being  in  habits 
of  intimacy  or  conversing  with  a  member  of  a  literary  society 
containing  a  prohibited  book;  any  person  visiting  a  friend  who 
possessed  such  a  book ;  any  person  sending  his  son  to  a  school  in 
the  library  of  which  there  was  such  a  book ;  going  to  a  shop 
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where  sach  books  were  sold ;  and  many  other  instances  might  be       J.  C. 
added.    Moreover,  the  Index,  which  already  forbids   Chroiius,        1874 
Pascal,  Pothier,  ThuanuSy  and  Sismondi,  might  be  made  to  include      bbowk 
all  the  writings  of  jurists  and  all  legal  reports  of  judgments  sup-  ^^^  ^  ^^ 
posed  to  be  hostile  to  the  Church  of  Home;  and  the  Roman  MomtbbIl. 
Catholic  lawyer  might  find  it  difficult  to  pursue  the  studies  of  his       ^~ 
profession. 

Their  Lordships  are  satisfied  that  such  a  discretionary  enletrge- 
ment  of  the  categories  in  the  Bitual  would  not  haye  been  deemed 
to  be  within  the  authority  of  the  bishop  by  the  law  of  the  Gral- 
lican  Church  as  it  existed  in  Canada  before  the  cession ;  and,  in 
their  opinion,  it  is  not  established  that  there  has  been  such  an 
alteration  in  the  status  or  law  of  that  Church  founded  on  the 
consent  of  its  members,  as  would  warrant  such  an  interpretation 
of  the  Bitual,  and  that  the  true  and  just  conclusion  of  law  on 
this  point  is,  that  the  fact  of  being  a  member  of  this  institute 
does  not  bring  a  man  within  the  category  of  a  public  sinner  to 
whom  Christian  burial  can  be  legally  refused. 

It  would  further  appear  that,  according  to  the  ecclesiastical 
law  of  France,  a  personal  sentence  was  in  most  cases  required  in 
order  to  constitute  to  constitute  a  man  a  public  sinner. 

Jean  de  Pontae  (Article  2,  dee  Cas  de  Conscience,  vo.  S^vUure, 
A.D.  1715),  says  :— 

**  TJn  hotnme  en  France  n^est  point  cense  pecheur  pvhlic,  et  ne  petU 
elre  traiti  comme  tel,  a  moins  qu'U  n^y  ait  v/ne  sentence  dedaratdre 
rendue  par  lejugement  ecdesiastique,  centre  le  covpMe. 

^*A  propos  Swn  eoncubinaire  pMic,  pendant  pres  de  dix  ans 
mart  endnrci  dans  le  crime^  sans  avoir  vovlu  se  confesser,  Pontas 
decide  que  '  le  cv/Te  doit  enterrer  cet  homme  en  observant  toutes  les 
formalites  pratiquees  par  F^lise,  sans  pouvoir  ni  s'absenter,  ni 
feindre  de  refuser  la  sSpuIture  eccUsiastique,  sous  prStexte  dUntimider 
les  aulres  piehevrs  semblahUs,  ni  enfin  ordonner  a  un  autre  prStre  de 
Tenterrer  sans  observer  les  cerSmonies  ordinaires* " 

Durand  de  MaiUa/ne  {Droit  Canonique,  t.  5,  p.  442)  says : 

**0n  ne  reconnaU  pour  veriiahles  eoBcomimmies  a  fuir,  que  les 
Patens  et  les  Juifs,  ou  les  hSretiques  condamnes  et  separes  ainsi 
totalement  du  corps  des  JideleSi    Les  autres  eoupables  de  diffSrents 
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J.  0*       erimes  qu'ils  vCexpienl  point  avant  leur  mart  ne  iont  prives  de  la 

1874        sejmUvre  que  hrsqvUls  sant  dSnonees  excommv/nih,  ou  que  leur  im- 

B^^      piniience  finde  est  teUement  notaire  qtion  ne  peui  cibsolumeni  8*en 

OcBi  &o  DjB  ^^^^^  ^  <'<>^»^*«*^^^»    I^  movndre  dovte  tire  Ie\dSfunt  Thors  du 

MozTTBEAL.   COS  ds  privoHony  parce  que  ehaeun  est  prSeume  penser  a  son  scdul. 

'*  Suivant  les  maximes  du  royautne,  on  ne  prive  de  la  sipuUure 
ecdSsiastique  que  les  heretiques  separes  de  la  communion  de  TEglise^ 
et  les  excommunies  denonees.  La  notoriete  sur  eette  matiere  West  pas 
cibsolument  requise,  parce  qu^il  y  adescas  ouil  est  tfes-necessaire  de 
/aire  re»peeter  a  cet  igard  les  saintes  lois  de  TEglise;  mats  eUe  n^est 
pasaisSm^ni  refue,  a  cause  des  inconvenients  qui  pourraieni  en^ 
rSsuIter  ;  car  le  refus  de  la  sepuUure  est  regarde  parmi  nous  comme 
une  telle  ityure,  ou  mime  comme  un  td  crimCy  que  chaque  fdehy  pour 
ThowMwr  de  la  rdigion^  et  la  memoire  ou  meme  le  bien  de  s&nfrere 
en  Jesus-Christ,  est  recevMe  a  ien  plaindre.  Celte  piainte  se  ports 
devant  desjuges  siouliers,  parce  qu'eUe  interesse  en  qudque  sorte  le 
hon  ordre  dans  la  societi,  et  Vhonneur  meme  de  ses  membres.** 

Hericourt  (Lois  EeeUsiastiques,  p.  174) : — 

^  Avant  de  denoneer  excommunie  cdui  qui  a  eneouru  une  exeom* 
mimica^tion  lata  sentential  H  faut  le  citer  devant  le  juge  eccte- 
siastiqu£y  ajin  de  justifier  U  crime  qui  a  dorme  lieu  a  la  censure  et 
W examiner  s*il  n^y  aurait  pas  qudque  moyen  de  defense  legitime  a 
proposer!" 

No  personal  sentence,  sucli  as  is  contemplated  by  these  autho- 
litieSy  was,  as  already  pointed  out,  ever  passed  against  Ghiibord. 

It  is  also  to  Ix)  bom^  in  mind  that  no  sentence,  whatever  might 
haye  been  its  yalue^  was  passed  even  after  QuUbcrd^s  death.  There 
is  indeed  a  letter  called  a  decret  of  the  Administrator-General  ta 
the  euri^  which,  after  referring  to  a  letter  of  the  bishop,  written 
before  Qwbord's  death,  refuses  ecclesiastical  sepulture  to  him  as  a 
member  of  the  institute.  The  representatives  of  Quibord  were 
neither  summoned  nor  heard.  This  so-called  decret  had  none  of 
the  essential  elements  of  a  judicial  sentence. 

It  remains  for  their  Lordships  to  consider  what  is  the  substan- 
tive law  upon  which  the  Bespondents  rely  in  support  of  their 
contention  that  Quibord  is  to  be  GDnsidered  a  public  sinner  within 
the  terms  of  the  Qudm  Bitual. 
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The  J  appear  to  place  their  principal  reliance  on  Eule  X.  of  the       j.  c. 
Council  of  Trent: —  1874 

*^  Omnibus  fidelibus  prseeipUur  ne  quia  audeat  contra  harum      Bbown 
nplarum  praescriptum^  avi  hujus  Indicts  proMbUionem   libros  otm^/io.,  db 
o/fjttos  legere  avi  habere.  Moktbeal. 

^*Quod  si  quis  libros  ksereticorum  vd  evjusvis  auetoris  seripta 
db  heresim  vel  6b  falsi  dogmatis  su^picionem  damnaia,  atque  pro^ 
hibita  legerii  vel  habuerit,  [statim  in  excommunicationis  sentetUiam 
inmrrair 

Yarions  observations  arise  on  this  citation,  which  seem  to  deprive 
it  of  all  authority  in  the  present  case. 

In  the  first  place  it  is  a  matter  almost  of  common  knowledge, 
certainly  of  historical  and  legal  fact,  that  the  decrees  of  this 
Couicil,  both  those  that  relate  to  discipline  and  to  faith,  were 
never  admitted  in  France  to  have  effect  propria  vigore,  though  a 
great  portion  of  them  has  been  incorporated  into  French  Ordon- 
mnees.  In  the  second  place,  France  has  never  acknowledged  nor 
received,  but  has  expressly  repudiated,  the  decrees  of  the  Con- 
gregation of  the  Index, 

Gibert,  in  his  Institutes,  says  that  the  ipso  facto  excommunica- 
tion inflicted  by  the  Council  of  Trent  as  the  punishment  of 
reading  or  possessing  prohibited  books  would  have  no  effect  in 
France  dans  lefor  eoetMeur.  Dupin,  a  jurist  already  mentioned, 
denies  the  authority  in  France  of  the  decrees  of  the  Congregation. 
He  says : — 

"JBn  e^et,  en  consultant  les  precedents,  on  irowoe  un  celebre  arret 
du  Parhment  de  Paris  qui  Vajuge  ainsi  en  1647,  apres  un  Sequent 
ftaidcyer  de  TAvoeat-OenSrdl  Omer  Talon: — 

^'Nous  ne' reconnoissons  point  en  France,'  dit  ce  magistrat, 
'  Taulorite,  la  puissance,  ni  la  juridiction  des  congregations  qui  se 
iiennent  a  Borne ;  le  Pope  peut  les  etcMir  eomme  bon  lu/i  semble 
dans  ses  Etats;  mais  les  d£crets  de  ces  congregations  n'ont  point 
d'autorite  ni  d'ex^cution  dans  le  royaume  ...  11  ed  vrai  que 
dans  ces  eongrigations  se  censurent  les  livres  defendus,  et  dans  iceUes 
9efaU  rindex  expurgatorius,  lequel  s^oMgmente  tous  les  ans;  el  c^est 
la  du  autrefois  ont  StS  censwrSs  les  arrets  de  cette  cowr  rendus  centre 
Chastd,  les  oewvres  de  M.  le  FrSsident  de  Thau,les  Kbertes  de  TJSglise 
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J.  c.       OdUioanef  et  lea  aulres  Kvres  qui  eoneement  la  conservation  de  h 
1874       persanne  de  nos  rois  el  Texerdce  de  la  Justice  royaUy  "  dc.    (Duptn^ 
BaowH      J^oit  Fvihlie  Ecdesiastiqus,  avertissement  sur  la  ime  ediUan.) 

V, 

Cmt,  &o.,  DB     No  eyidence  has  been  prodaced  before  their  Lordships  to  estab- 

lish  the  very  grave  proposition  that  Her  Majesty's  Boman  Catholic 

subjects  in  Lower  Canada  have  consented,  since  the  cession,  to  be 
bound  by  such  a  rule  as  it  is  now  sought  to  enforce,  which,  in 
truth,  inyolyes.the  recognition  of  the  authority  of  the  Inquisition, 
an  authority  never  admitted  but  always  repudiated  by  the  old 
law  of  France.  It  is  not,  therefore,  necessary  to  inquire  whether 
since  the  passing  of  the  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  which  incorporates  (s.  5) 
the  1  Eliz.,  already  mentioned,  the  Boman  Catholic  subjects  of 
the  Queen  could  or  could  not  legally  consent  to  be  bound  by  such 
a  rule. 

The  conclusion,  therefore,  to  which  their  Lordships  have  come  • 
upon  this  difficult  and  important  case  is  that  the  Bicspondents 
have  failed  to  shew  that  Chiibord  was  at  the  time  of  his  death 
under  any  such  valid  ecclesiastical  sentence  or  censure  as  would, 
according  to  the  Quebec  Bitual,  or  any  law  binding  upon  Boman 
Catholics  in  Canada,  justify  the  denial  of  ecclesiastical  sepulture 
to  his  remains. 

It  is,  however,  suggested  that  the  denial  took  place,  in  fact^  by 
the  order  of  the  bishop  or  his  vicar-general ;  that  the  Bespondents 
are  bound  to  obey  the  orders  of  their  ecclesiastical  superior ;  and, 
therefore,  that  no  mandamus  ought  to  issue  against  them.  Their 
Lordships  cannot  accede  to  this  argument.  They  apprehend  that 
it  is  a  general  rule  of  law  in  almost  every  system  of  jurisprudence 
that  an  inferior  officer  can  justify  his  act  or  omission  by  the  order 
of  his  superior  only  when  that  order  has  been  regularly  issued  by 
competent  authority. 

The  argument  would,  in  fiEtct,  amount  to  this :  that  even  if  it 
were  clearly  established  that  Ouibord  was  not  disentitled  by  the 
law  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  to  ecclesiastical  burial,  never- 
theless the  mere  order  of  the  bishop  would  be  sufficient  to  justify 
the  curS  and  ''  margmUiers  "  in  refusing  to  bury  him  in  that  part 
of  the  parochial  cemetery  in  which  he  ought  on  this  hypothesis  to 
be  interred ;  or,  in  other  words,  the  bishop,  by  his  own  absolute 
power  in  any  individual  case,  might  dispense  with  the  application 
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of  the  general  eccleaiastical  law,  and  prohibit  upon  any  grounds,       J.  C. 
revealed  or  not  revealed,  satisfactory  to  himself,  the  ecclesiastical       1874 
burial  of  any  parishioner.  There  is  no  evidence  before  their  Lord-      bbowk 
ships  that  the  Roman  Catholics  of  jMwet  Canada  have  consented  q,^  \^  ^^^ 
to  be  placed  in  such  a  condition.  Mohtbbal. 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  whether, 
if  the  parties  and  circumstances  of  the  suit  had  been  different, 
they  would  or  would  not  have  had  power  to  order  the  interment 
of  Oiiibord  to  be  accompanied  by  the  usual  religious  rites,  because 
the  widow  finally  forewent  this  demand,  and  Counsel  at  their  Lord- 
ship's bar  have  not  asked  for  it,  and  also  because  the  eurS  is  not 
before  them  in  his  individual  capacity;  but  they  will  humbly 
advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  decrees  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
and  of  the  Court  of  Beview  be  reversed.  That  the  original  decree 
of  the  Superior  Court  be  varied,  and  that,  instead  of  the  order 
made  by  that  Court,  it  should  be  ordered  that  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamus  be  issued,  directed  to  **  Lea  CurS  et  MarguiOiers  de 
VCEtwre  et  Fahrique  de  Notre  Dame  de  Montreal,^'  commanding  them, 
upon  application  being  made  to  them  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
IndUut  Oanadien,  and  upon  tender  or  payment  to  them  of  the 
nsnal  and  accustomed  fees,  to  prepare,  or  permit  to  be  prepared, 
a  grave  in  that  part  of  the  cemetery  in  which  the  remains  of 
Boman  Catholics,  who  receive  ecclesiastical  burial,  are  usually 
interred,  for  the  burial  of  the  remains  of  the  said  Joseph  Chitbord; 
and  ihat»  upon  such  remains  being  brought  to  the  said  cemetery  for 
that  purpose  at  a  reasonable  and  proper  time,  they  do  bury  the  said 
remains  in  the  said  part  of  the  said  cemetery,  or  permit  them  to  be 
buried  there.  And  that  the  Defendants  do  pay  to  the  Canadian 
Institute  all  the  costs  of  the  widow  in  all  the  lower  Courts,  and  of 
this  appeal,  except  such  costs  as  were  occasioned  by  the  plea  of 
TeeuscUio  jtfdiciSj  which  should  be  borne  by  the  Appellants. 

Their  Lordships  cannot  conclude  their  judgment  without  ex-, 
pressing  their  regret  that  any  conflict  should  have  arisen  between 
the  ecclesiastical  members  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  in  Morir 
ireal ,  and  the  lay  members  belonging  to  the  Canadian  Institute. 

It  has  been  their  Lordships'  duty  to  determine  the  questions 
sabmitted  to  them  in  accordance  with  what  has  appeared  to  them 
to  be  the  law  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church  in  Lower  Canada. 
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J.  a  If)  as  was  suggested,  difficulties  should  arise  by  reason  of  an 

1874        interment  without  religious  ceremonies  in  the  part  of  the  ground  to 

Brown      which  the  mandamus  applies,  it  will  be  in  the  power  of  the  eocle- 

^^^^  ^'^        siastical  authorities  to  obviate  them  by  permitting  the  performance 

MoNTBBAu   of  such  ceremonies  as  are  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  their 

Lordships  hope  that  the  question  of  burial,  with  such  ceremonies, 

will  be  reconsidered  by  them,  and  further  litigation  avoided. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Few  &  Co.  ' 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  Ashurst^  Morris  dt  Co. 


J.  c.»      JOHN  NELSON  ABBOTT Appellant  ; 

/«fi6^23.    jioBERT  ABBOTT Bkspondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  HER  BRITANNIC  MAJESTFS  SUPREME 
CONSULAR  COURT  AT  CONSTANTINOPLE. 

Land  hdd  hy  BrUuk  Subfeda  in  Turkey—ValidUy  qf  Order  by  Canndar  Court 
of  ConstantxTiople  far  the  Sale  (^  Lands  in  Tt^rhey  held  by  BriHih  Subjects 
in  the  Name  of  a  Turkish  Sttbfect, 

Previously  to  the  protocol  of  Jmie,  1867,  permitting  British  sabjects  to 
bold  land  in  Turkey  in  tbeir  own  names,  tbey  were  permitted  only  to  bold 
land  in  tbe  name  of  some  female  relative,  or  of  some  native  subject  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire.  Two  partners  who  owned  some  land  before  1868  bad  not 
availed  themselves  of  tbe  protocol,  bat  continued  to  hold  tbe  land  in  the 
name  of  a  subject  of  tbe  Sultan.  A  suit  was  instituted  by  one  of  the 
partners  in  the  Supreme  Consular  Court  of  Constantinople  for^tbe  dissolution 
of  tbe  partnership  and  for  taking  tbe  accounts.  An  order  was  made  in  the 
suit  that  tbe  receiver  should  sell  the  land  by  auction : — 

Edd,  that  tbe  order  was  not  uUra  vires  of  the  Court. 

Ibis  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  two  several  judgments  and 
orders  of  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  Supreme  Consular  Court  at 
Constantinople,  respectively  pronounced  on  the  11th  and  13th  days 
of  October,  1871,  in  a  suit  in  which  the  Bespondent  was  Flaintiflf 
and  the  Appellant  was  Defendant. 

*  Prewnl:— Sib  Jauks  W.  Colvilb,  Sib  Babnes  Peaoock,  Sib  Momtaoub 
E.  SxrrH,  and  Sib  Robxbt  P.  Collieb. 
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The  Appellant  and  Beepondent  for  many  years  traded  at       J.C. 
Sahniea  and  elsewhere  in  partnership  nnder  the  name  of  **  Abbott       1874 
Brothers/^  and  the  suit  was  instituted  to  obtain  a  dissolution  of     abboit 
the  partnership,  and  an  account  of  the  assets,  debts,  and  liabilities     abbott. 

of  the  firm,  and  of  what  was  due  to  the  Appellant  and  to  the       

Respondent  respectively. 

In  the  suit  the  Court  ordered  that  an  account  should  be  taken 
of  the  assets  of  the  firm,  and  subsequently,  among  other  orders, 
made  an  order  on  the  13th  of  October,  1871,  that  the  receiver  of 
the  partnership  estate  should  sell  by  auction  certain  lands  in 
Turkey  belonging  to  the  estate,  subject  to  such  conditions  of  sale 
as  should  be  imposed  by  the  Ck>urt  The  order  gave  the  parties 
to  the  suit  leave  to  attend  the  auction  and  to  bid. 

The  lands  were  held  by  the  partneis  in  the  name  of  a  subject  of 
the  Sultan,  in  accordance  with  the  Turkish  law  previous  to  the 
protocol  of  July,  1868.  By  this  protocol  foreigners  were  allowed 
to  hold  lands  in  Turkey  in  their  own  names ;  but  the  partners  had 
not  taken  advantage  of  this  provision.  In  the  appeal  before  the 
Privy  Council  the  chief  question  raised  was  as  to  whether  the  order 
for  the  sale  of  the  lands  was  valid. 

Mr.  Oarthy  Q.C.,  Mr.  J.  C.  McOoan,  and  Mr.  Wm.  Oraham,  for 
the  Appellant: — 

Before  the  protocol  of  1868  no  foreigners  had  the  right  of 
holding  property  in  Ttbrkey  ;  but  the  disability  was  evaded  by  a 
fiction  of  the  Turkish  law,  which  allowed  houses  or  land  to  be  held 
either  in  the  Christian  name  of  the  proprietor's  wife,  sister,  or 
other  female  relation,  who  for  fiscal  and  other  purposes  was  regarded 
as  a  Bayah  (non- Mussulman)  subject  of  the  Sultan ;  or  in  the 
name  of  some  native,  either  Mussulman  or  Christian,  called  a 
preie-nom,  who  was  registered  as  the  legal  owner,  but  who  gave  a 
private  written  acknowledgment  to  the  foreigners  that  the  pro- 
perty belonged  in  fact  to  the  latter.  Property  held  under  either 
of  these  tenures  is  exclusively  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Ottoman  tribunals.  The  Consular  Court  has  no  right  to  exercise 
any  authority  whatever  over  such  property.  Consequently  the 
order  of  the  Consular  Court  for  the  sale  of  the  partnership  pro- 
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J.  C.       perty  was  vlira  vires.    Moreover,  the  order  was  ruinous  to  the 

1874       partnership  estate;  for  one  of  the  consequences  of  the  order 

Abboxt      wjgis  that  the  property  was  sold  for  very  much  less  than  its  real 

Sir  John  B.  Kardake,  Q.C.,  Mr.  0.  P.  BiUt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lumkg 
Smith,  for  the  Bespondent. 

J.  C.  Their  Lordships  having  reserved  their  judgment,  it  was  now 

1874       delivered  by 

Jttwzs.     Sir  Montague  E.  Smith  :— 

[After  determining  the  question  as  to  the  account,  his  Lordship 
proceeded : — ] 

It  has  been  contended,  lastly,  that  the  order  of  the  13th  of 
October,  1871,  directing  the  receiver  to  sell  the  partnership  pre- 
mises by  public  auction  is  invalid  and  uUra  vires  of  the  Court. 

It  appears  that,  before  the  protocol  of  the  18th  of  June,  1867, 
British  subjects  could  not  hold  real  property  in  Turkey  in  their 
own  names,  but^  nevertheless,  were  permitted  to  hold  it  in  the 
name  of  some  female  relative,  who  was  regarded  by  the  Ottoman 
law  as  a  Bayah  (non-Mussulman)  subject  of  the  Sultan,  or  of  some 
native  subject  (called  a  ^^prete-nam  "),  who  was  registered  as  the 
legal  owner,  but  who  gave  a  private  memorandum  acknowledg- 
ing the  real  ownership,  an  acknowledgment  acted  upon  by  the 
Courts  in  the  event  of  his  fraud  or  bankruptcy.  By  the  protocol 
of  the  18th  of  June,  1867,  British  subjects  were  permitted  to  hold 
land  in  their  own  names.  This,  however,  was  declared  to  have  for 
its  legal  effect  (among  other  things) : — 

"  To  render  them  directly  amenable  to  the  Ottoman  Civil  Courts 
in  regard  to  all  questions  relative  to  landed  property  and  to  all  real 
actions,  both  as  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants,  even  when  both  parties 
are  foreign  subjects,  the  whole  under  the  same  footing,  the  same 
conditions,  and  in  the  same  forms  as  Ottoman  proprietors,  and 
without  the  power  of  availing  themselves,  in  such  matters,  of  their 
personal  nationality ;  but  under  the  reservation  of  the  immunities 
attaching  to  their  persons  and  their  personal  property,  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  Treaties.'" 


Abbott. 
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The  partners  had  not  availed  themselves  of  this  protocol^  but  J.  c. 
continued  under  the  old  practice  to  hold  the  partnership  premises  1874 
in  the  name  of  a  subject  of  the  Sultan«  Abbott 

This  being  so^  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  effect  of  the 
order  is  no  more  than  to  direct  the  receiver^  who  imited  in  himself 
the  righi3  of  the  respective  partners,  to  sell  all  the  beneficial  interest 
the  partners  had  in.  the  partnership  premises.  In  the  event  of  the 
purchaser  experiencing  any  difficulty  in  obtaining  possession,  the 
Court  would  havepower,  by  further  orders^to  compel  the  partners 
to  carry  into  effect  the  sole,  and  to  complete  the  title  of  the  pur- 
chaser by  all  the  means  at  their  disposal.  It  was  strongly  pressed 
upon  their  Lordships  that  the  result  of  the  order  was  to  cause  the 
property  to  be  sold  at  an  undervalue.  If  this  be  true,  that  result 
is  due,  partly,  to  the  manner  in  which  the  property  was  held ;  but 
still  more  to  the  conduct  of  the  Appellant  The  Consular  Court 
did  its  utmost  to  secure  the  full  value  by  inviting  tenders  £rom  the 
partners,  and  giving  to  each  the  liberty  to  bid.  Their  Lordships 
are  not  satisfied  that  in  the  circumstances  it  would  have  been . 
possible  to  dispose  of  these  assets  of  the  partnership  to  better  ad- 
vantage by  any  other  mode  of  sale.  Entertaining  this  view,  tlieir 
Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  order  was  right  and  proper. 

Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
affirm  the  orders  appealed  against,  and  to  dismiss  the  appeal  with 
costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  W.  A.  Plunkett. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  MaytMrd  &  Son. 
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J.  C*      THE  PROVINCIAL  INSURANCE  COMPANY  I  . 
1874  OP  CANADA [AppKLLAim; 


June  2,  3,  4,  AND 

26. 

—       JOEL  LEDUC Eespondent. 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  THE 
PROVINCE  OF  UPPER  CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

Marine  Insurance — Policy — Breach  of  Warranty — Abandonment  of  Ship — Cim- 
structive  Acceptance  of  Notice  of  Abandonment — Acceptance  of  Notice  maka 
a  Liability  as  for  Ihtal  Loss — It  also  prevents  Insurers  from  rdying  on  a 
Breach  of  Warranty^^Ageni, 

If  notice  of  the  abandonment  of  a  ship  is  giren  by  the  insured  to  the  in- 
surers,  and  the  insoreiQ  then  say  and  do  nothing,  the  conclusion  is  that  they 
do  not  mean  to  accept  the  abandonment  But  if  they  by  their  agent  take 
possession  of  the  ship,  and  then  repair  it  and  retain  it  in  their  possession  for 
some  time  without  repudiating  the  notice  or  informing  the  insured  as  to  the 
character  in  which  they  are  acting,  then  there  is  a  oonstmctiye  acceptance  of 
the  abandonment  by  the  insurers.  And  a  constructive  acceptance  produces 
the  same  effect  on  the  rights  of  the  parties  as  an  express  acceptance. 

Where  the  agent  who  took  possession  of  the  ship,  &o.,  was  instructed  to 
look  after  the  interests  of  the  insurance  company ;  his  acts  in  pursuance  of 
those  instructions,  coupled  with  the  non-repudiation  of  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment^ having  been  such  as  to  be  evidence  from  which  an  acceptance  might 
be  inferred,  the  company  was  bound  by  his  acts. 

After  the  acceptance  by  the  insurers  of  the  abandonment  of  a  ship  they 
become  liable  as  for  a  total  loss. 

Where  a  ship-policy  contained  a  provision  that  the  ship  should  not  be 
within  the  Qulf  of  SL  Lawrence  within  a  prescribed  period,  and  the  ship 
went  into  the  gulf  within  the  prohibited  time  and  was  wrecked ;  and  notice 
was  given  of  an  abandonment^  and  was  accepted  by  the  insurers ;  it  was 
contended  by  them  that  the  ship  was  not  insured  when  she  was  lost,  as  the 
insurance  did  not  extend  to  a  loss  in  the  gulf  within  the  prohibited  time, 
and  that  an  abandonment  can  be  of  no  avail  where  there  is  no  insurance. 
However,  it  was 

Held,  that  the  vessel  was  in  fact  insured,  and  that  the  loss  occurred  during 
the  time  and  upon  a  voyage  described  in  the  policy,  but  there  was  a  breach 
of  one  of  the  warranties ;  and  if,  after  a  constructive  total  loss  and  notice  of 
abandonment,  the  insurers,  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  accept  the 
notice,  they  cannot,  when  called  on  to  pay  the  amount  insured,  resile  and 


*  Present :— Sib  Jaicbs  W.  Colvilb,  Sm  Barnes  Pbagooe,  Sib  Montagus  K 
Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collier. 
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rely  on  a  breach  of  warranty.    By  the  yoluntary  aooeptanoe  of  the  notice  of        j.  c. 
abandonment,  an  agreement  is  entered  into  which  closes  the  whole  matter.  _. 

An  agent  who  insures  for  another  with  his  authority  may  sue  for  the  sum        wy^ 
asBUied  in  his  own  name.  Pbotinoial 

Interpretation  of  a  dauae  in  a  marine  policy  as  to  a  prohibition  of  the  ship  /^'^^f  ^, 
from  being  in  the  OvUf  </  8t  Lawrence  within  a  prescribed  period.  Gahaiu. 

iHIS  was  an  appeal  from  two  concurrent  judgments  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  Province  of  Quebec,  of  the  22ad  of  March, 
1872 ;  one  of  which  modified  on  appeal  a  judgment  of  the  superior 
Court  for  the  Province  of  QuAeo  of  the  31st  of  March,  1870,  in 
&vour  of  the  Bespondent,  by  increasing  the  sum  for  which  judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  Respondent,  and  condemning  the  Appellants 
to  pay  the  full  amount  claimed  and  costs ;  and  the  other  of  which 
dismissed  with  costs  the  appeal  of  the  Appellants. 

The  judgments  were  given  on  an  action  brought  by  the  Bespon- 
dent against  the  Appellants  on  a  policy  of  assurance  for  $5000, 
which  had  been  effected  on  a  ship  called  the  Bdbineau  and  Gaudi-y, 
The  Bespondent  was  a  merchant  of  MotUrecd ;  the  Appellants  were 
an  iosuranoe  company  carrying  on  business  at  Toronto  and  having 
^ents  at  Montreal  and  other  places  in  Canada. 

The  ship  had  been  sold  to  the  Bespondent  and  one  Benjamin 
VigneaUf  in  March,  1866,  for  £1400,  and  had  then  been  and  still 
remained  registered  in  their  joint  names.  Viffneau  was  unable  to 
provide  his  moiety  of  the  purchase-money,  and  the  whole  was 
accordingly  paid  by  the  Bespondent  Vigineau  had  now  died,  but 
his  brother  stated  that  Vigneau  had  told  him  that  he  was  indebted 
to  the  Bespondent,  and  that,  to  give  him  security  for  what  he 
owed  him,  he  had  authorized  the  Bespondent  to  insure  the  vessel 
in  his  own  name ;  so  that  if  the  vessel  perished  the  Bespondent 
might  receive  the  amount  assured,  and  so  pay  himself  the  debt. 

On  the  3rd  of  January,  1867,  the  Bespondent  insured  the  ship 
with  the  Appellants  for  $5000.  The  policy  wacf,  as  far  as  is  material, 
in  these  terms : — 

"*/•  Ledue,  of  Montreal y  proyince  of  Quebee,  as  well  in  his  own 
name  as  for  and  in  the  name  and  names  of  all  and  every  other 
person  or  persons  to  whom  the  same  doth,  may,  or  shall  appertain, 
in  part  or  in  all,  doth  make  insurance  and  cause  to  be  insured,  lost 
or  not  lost,  the  sum  of  $5000  upon  the  body,  tackle,  apparel,. 

ToL.  VL  3  Q 
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J.  a       and  other  fdmitttre  of  the  good  schooner  Bdbineau  and  Craudry, 

1874       whereof  is  master  for  the  present  yoyage  Benjamin  Yigneau, 

Fbothtoial  or  whoever  else  shall  go  for  master  in  the  said  vessel,  or  by 

SSan^op  w^tever  other  name  or  names  the  said  vessel  or  the  master 

Caxada     thereof  is  or  shall  be  called. 

LiDua  ''  Beginning  the  adventures  upon  the  said  vessel,  tackle,  apparel, 

&c.,  at  and  firom  Montreal^  to  trade  between  the  Island  ofNeic- 
faundlandy  Nova  Scotia,  Wed  India  Islands^  Cvha,  safe  ports  in  the 
United  States,  and  Quebec,  and  Montreal,  to  and  from  ports  in  the 
the  Lower  Provinces ;  risk  commencing  at  noon  on  the  15th  cf 
December,  1866,  and  ending  at  noon  on  the  15th  of  December, 
1867. 

''And  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  vessel  in  her 
voyage  to  proceed  and  sail  to,  touch  and  stay  at  any  port  or  places 
if  thereunto  obliged  by  stress  of  weather  or  other  unavoidable 
accident^  without  prejudice  to  this  insurance.  The  said  vessel, 
tackle,  &c.,  hereby  insured  are  valued  at  $7000. 

''And  it  is  agreed  that  m  case  a  total  loss  shall  be  claimed  for 
or  on  account  of  any  damage  or  charge  to  the  said  vessel,  the  only 
basis  of  ascertaining  the  value  shall  be  her  valuation  in  this  policy ; 
and  if  not  valued  herein,  then  her  actual  value  at  the  time  of  the 
inception  of  this  risk  at  the  port  to  which  she  then  belonged. 

"  Not  allowed  under  this  policy  to  enter  the  Chlf  of  St,  Lawrence 
before  the  25th  day  of  April,  nor  to  be  in  the  said  Gulf  after 
the  15th  day  of  November.  Nor  to  proceed  to  Newfoundland 
after  the  Ist  day  of  December  or  before  the  15th  day  of  March, 
without  payment  of  additional  premium  and  leave  first  obtained ; 
war  risk  and  sealing  voyages  excepted.'* 

At  the  time  of  the  insurance  the  ship  was  at  the  Port  of  St  John^. 
Newfoundland,  preparing  for  a  voyage  to  the  West  Indies,  whicb 
she  subsequently  completed.  On  the  16th  of  November,  1867,. 
the  day  after  the  date  fixed  by  the  policy  as  the  last  day  on  which 
the  ship  was  to  be  in  the  Oulf  of  1^.  Lawrence,  the  Bdbineau  ancT 
Qaudry  sailed  from  Montreal  on  a  voyage  to  the  Port  of  St.  Jok% 
Newfoundland;  and  on  or  about  the  1st  of  December,  1867,  while 
still  in  the  ChdfofSt.  Lawrence,  she  was  overtaken  by  a  violent 
storm  and  totally  lost  on  the  Island  of  AnticosU.  The  whole  of 
the  crew  were  drowned,  and  news  of  the  wreck  did  not  reach  the 
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fiespondent  until  the  18th  of  May,  1868.    On  the  following  day       J.  0. 
he  served  on  the  Appellants'  agent  at  Montreal,  Mr.  CwUg^  a        1874 
Botarial  protest,  which  contained  a  claim  for  payment  of  the  full  pao^^al 
sum  insured,  $5000,  and  also  a  formal  abandonment  of  the  wreck  (^j^^, 
to  the  insurance  company.  Oamada 

The  protest  was  as  follows : —  Lkdttc 

'^  At  the  special  instance  of  Jod  LeAuo  .  •  .  •  I,  the  undersigned 
notary  public  ....  went  to  the  Montreal  o£5ce  of  the  Provincial  Lv- 
mranee  Company  of  Canada,  and  made  the  following  declarations  by 
way  of  notification  ....  to  the  said  insurance  company,  speaking 
\xi  Mr.  MeCuaig,  agent  of  the  company :  that  the  schooner  Baihineau 
and  Qaiudry,  belonging  to  the  said  Joel  Ledue,  insured  against  the 
perils  and  dangers  of  navigation  at  the  said  Provincial  Insurance 
Company  of  Canada,  Montreal  branch,  for  the  sum  of  $5000 
currency,  under  policy  bearing  date  No.  28,964,  and  date  as  coun- 
tersigned at  Toronto,  Ontario,  the  8rd  day  of  January,  1867,  being 
tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  well  and  sufficiently  manned,  provided, 
equipped,  and  furnished  with  all  things  needful  and  necessary  for 
her  voyage,  loaded  with  a  general  cargo  of  flour,  peas,  apples,  and 
othere,  left  the  port  of  Montreal,  in  the  province  of  Quebec,  on 
the  16th  day  of  November,  1867,  for  the  port  of  8t  John,  New- 
foundland. That  the  said  Joel  Leduc  received  information  from 
Benoit  Vigneau,  the  captain  of  the  said  schooner,  Babineau  and 
Oaudry,  by  his  letter  dated  Bic,  the  27th  of  November,  1867, 
that  all  was  right  and  well  on  board  said  schooner ;  that  since 
that  date  the  said  Joel  Leduc  heard  nothing  [of  and  concerning 
said  schooner  up  to  yesterday  the  18th  instant,  when  he  was  told 
by  Captain  ^douard  Vigneau,  that  he,  the  said  Vigneau,  had  seen 
one  named  Mathurin,  the  second  on  board  the  steamer  Oay^e, 
who  stated  to  him  that  the  said  schooner,  Bdbineau  and  Oaudry, 
had  become  a  total  wreck ;  that  he  had  gone  himself  and  been  on 
the  wreck  about  twenty  miles  below  the  west  point  of  Anticosli 
Hand,  in  the  gulf,  an4  was  told  that  the  crew  was  all  lost ;  that 
a  schooner  or  steamer  had  been  sent  to  the  wreck,  had  taken  and 
saved  about  700  barrels  of  flour,  which  had  been  transported  to 
and  sold  at  OaypS,  the  rest  of  the  cargo  being  lost,  or  perhaps 
could  be  found  there  yet  That  it  is  supposed  that  the  said  accident 
and  wreck  of  the  said  schooner  Bahineau  and  Oaudry  happened 

3  Q  2 
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J.  c.       and  took  place  on  or  about  and  between  the  Ist  and  5th  day  of 

1874       December  last  past  1867 ;  that  the  said  Jod  Ledm  is  ready  and 

PtoTwciAL  prepared  to  affirm  upon  oath  all  and  every  of  the  above  facts.  Under 

IN8UBAN0B    ^^so  cuTcamstanoes,  and  from  the  information  received  by  the 
CoMPAirr  OF  '  ^        " 

Canada     said  Jod  Ledue^  of  the  wreck  of  said  schooner  Babineau  and 

liEDca  Oaudry,  and  the  general  report  since  few  days  by  the  news- 
papers  of  this  proyiac0  of  said  wreck,  and  that  two  bodies  of  the 
crew  had  been  found : 

''I,  the  said  undersigned  notary,  did  and  do  hereby  at  the  re- 
quest aforesaid,  notify  and  declare  unto  the  said  Provincial 
Insurance  Company  of  Canada  that  the  said  Jod  Leduc  claims 
and  deqiands  through  my  ministry  of  and  from  the  said  Provin- 
cial Inmrancc  Company  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  $5000, 
being  the  amount  of  insurance  of  said  schooner  Babineau  ojni 
Oaudry  under  said  policy  of  insurance ;  and  that  the  said  Jod 
Ledue  did  and  do  hereby  relinquish  unto  the  'said  Provincial 
Insurance  Company,  and  abandon  from  this  day  henceforth  and 
for  ever,  all  and  every  the  rights,  claims,  titles,  and  interest  which 
he  may  or  can  have,  demand,  or  pretend  into  and  upon  the  said 
schooner  Babineau  and  Ga/udry,  so  wrecked  as  above  stated ;  to 
all  which  the  said  /•  F.  McCuaig  answered, '  I  will  submit  it  to 
the  company,'  which  answer  I,  the  said  undersigned  notary,  have 
written  and  taken  to  serve  and  avail  as  occasion  shall  or  may 
require.  Protesting  for  all  I  can  protest  in  the  premises,  and  to 
the  end  that  the  said  Provincial  Insurance  Company  may  not 
have  cause  to  pretend  and  plead  ignorance  in  the  premises,  I,  the 
said  notary,  have  served  said  insurance  company  with  an  authen- 
ticated copy  of  these  presents  for  notification  thereof.  This  done 
and  notified  at  the  place,  and  on  the  day,  month,  and  year  first 
above  and  before  written  under  the  number  twelve  thousand" 

Mr.  Craig  forwarded  the  protest  to  the  head  office  at  Toronto, 
but  there  was  some  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  whether  it  was  re* 
oeived  at  once,  or  not  till  the  18th  of  June. 

In  the  middle  of  May,  Mr.  Macgregor,  the  company's  marine 
inspector,  received,  instructions  to  proceed  to  AniicosU  to  look 
after  the  interests  of  the  company.  Mr.  Macgr^or  stated  in  his 
evidence:— 

**  I  went  to  the  vessel,  which  I  found  about  twenty  miles  from 
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the  lighthouse,  near  the  centre  of  the  island,  on  the  sonth-west       J.  0. 
side.    She  was  lying  bottom  up,  with  her  bow  oat  in  the  gulf,  and       1874 
her  riggingy  anchor,  and  chains  were  lying  just  at  her  bow ;  there  tboyivoiau 
was  a  hole  cut  in  her  side  for  the  purpose  of  taking  her  cargo  (^,J^^"*^, 
out.    I  also  found  parts  of  the  bodies  of  the  men  of  the  crew,  and     Cakaba 
I  am  under  the  impression  that  all  the  men  of  the  crew  perished.      Lioua 
From  the  appearance  of  the  bodies  and  bones  remaining,  I  have 
no  doubt  that  they  must  have  been  drowned  there.    After  ascer- 
taining the  state  of  the  facts,  I  went  back  to  Oa^pS,  and  on  my 
arrival  I  found  the  balance  of  what  had  been  found  on  the  cargo 
aniTed  there,  sent  by  other  persons  on  vessels  chartered  by  UoffcTs 
agent  for  the  purpose.    I  immediately  advertised  the  sale  of  the 
goods  saved  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  concerned ;  and  I  had 
this  sale  proceeded  with  as  soon  as  possible,  and  the  proceeds, 
after  paying  the  expenses,  were  given  to  different  parties  having 
an  interest,  and  the  balance  now  lies  in  the  hands  of  the  company. 
After  disposing  of  the  cargo  I  got  material  and  men,  and  went 
back  to  the  island  and  took  the  vessel  o£^  and  brought  her  to 
Oaspe,  where  I  left  her  and  went  home.    After  I  got  to  Toronto, 
I  endeavoured  to  get  the  salvage.    When  I  found  I  could  not,  I 
went  down  in  September  and  brought  her  up  to  Montreal,  where 
she  has  since  been  sold.    I  do  not  know  what  price  she  brought 
The  expenses  for  salvage  amounted  to  about  $3000." 

The  Appellants  proceeded  against  the  ship  in  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty at  QuAee  for  the  salvage  expenses,  which  exceeded  the 
value  of  the  ship ;  and  they  obtained  a  decree  awarding  to  them  as 
salvors,  $3300;  the  ship  was  sold  by  order  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  for  $350,  which  the  Appellants  then  received. 

Mr.  Ma^effor,  the  company's  inspector,  had  no  authority  to 
accept  a  notice  of  abandonment ;  and  the  head  office  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  communicating  with  him  after  he  went  to  Aniioosli  until 
his  return. 

The  Bespondent  claimed  $5000  on  the  policy ;  but  the  Appel- 
lants refused  to  pay  the  sum,  and  thereupon  the  action  was  com- 
menced on  the  14th  of  November,  1868,  for  the  recovery  of  the 
amount. 

The  Appellants  demurred  to  the  declaration,  on  the  ground  that 
the  policy  contained  a  warranty  that  the  ship  should  not  be  in  the 
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J.  c.        QutfofSt  Lawrence  after  the  l^th  of  November,  and  should  not 
1874       proceed  to  NeaofotmdlanA  after  the  Ist  of  December;  whereas  the 
Pboyihcial   declaration  shewed  that  the  ship  was  lost  while  in  the  Qulfof  &. 
JoMPAjiTOF  -^«^^^»*^»  ^ft®r  ^^  ^^^  of  November,  and  while  proceeding  to 
Canada     Newfoundland^  after  the  Ist  of  December. 
LxDt7c.  On  the  81st  of  March,  1870,  the  Court  gave  judgment  for  $3500 

(being  the  yalue  of  one-half  of  the  ship,  as  stated  in  the  policy), 
together  with  interest  and  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  Appel- 
lants  haying  accepted  ^the  notice  of  abandonment  were  estopped 
from  setting  up  the  alleged  breach  of  warranty,  and  that  the  Re- 
spondent was  entitled  to  recover  only  the  yalue  of  his  interest  in  the 
ship. 

From  this  judgment  both  the  Appellants  and  the  Bespondents 
appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  Province  of 
QuAee  ;  which  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Bespond^t,  order- 
ing [the  Appellants  to  pay  the  Respondent  the  whole  sum  of 
$5000,  and  interest  and  costs.  Duvd,  C.  J.,  Caran,  J.,  and  Drum- 
mandf  J.,  concurred  in  this  judgment ;  but  'Badffley,  J.,  dissented 
therefrom,  and  Monk,  J.,  dissented  only  as  to  part  of  the  sum 
claimed. 

The  following  were  the  Articles  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower 
Canada,  that  were  referred  to : — 

*'  Art  2521.  Loss  for  which  the  insurer  is  liable,  is  either  total 
orpartiaL 

**  Art  2522.  Total  loss  may  be  either  absolute  or  constructive. 
It  is  absolute  when  the  thing  insured  is  wholly  destroyed  or  lost 
It  is  constructive  when,  by  reason  of  any  event  insured  against, 
the  thing  though  not  wholly  destroyed,  or  lost,  becomes  of  little  or 
tio  value  to  the  insured,  or  the  voyage  and  adventure  are  lost  or 
rendered  not  worth  pursuing.  Before  the  insured  can  claim  for  a 
constructiye  total  loss,  he  must  make  an  abandonment,  as  declared 
in  the  following  section. 

'^  Art  2538.  The  insured  may  make  an  abandonment  to  the  in- 
surer of  the  thing  insured,  in  all  cases  of  its  constructive  loss,  and 
may  thereupon  recover  as  for  a  total  loss.  Without  abandon- 
ment he  is  entitled  in  such  cases  to  recover  as  for  a  partial  loss 
only. 
'    *^  Art.  2543.  The  abandonment  is  made  by  a  notice  given  by 
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the  insured  to  the  insurer  of  the  loss,  and  that  he  abandons  to  the       J.  G. 
latter  all  his  interest  in  the  thing  insured.  1874 

*'  Art  2544.  The  notice  of  abandonment  must  be  explicit,  and  pbotikoial 
must  contain  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  abandonment.  These  cS^ljrror 
grounds  must  exist  and  be  su£Scient  at  the  time  of  the  notice.  Canada 

'^  Art.  2545.  Abandonment  on  the  ground  of  the  ship  being  dis-      Ledttc. 
abled  by  stranding,  cannot  be  made  if  she  can  be  raised  and  put  in 
a  condition  to  continue  her  voyage  to  the  plaee  of  destination.    In 
such  case,  the  insured  has  his  recourse  against  the  insurer  for  the 
expense  and  loss  occasioned  by  the  stranding. 

Art.  2547.  Abandonment  made  and  accepted  is  equivalent  to 
transfer,  and  the  thing  abandoned,  with  the  rights  pertaining  to  it, 
becomes  from  the  time  of  abandonment  the  property  of  the 
insurer.    The  acceptance  may  be  either  express  or  implied. 

Art.  2548.  On  an  accepted  abandonment  of  the  ship,  the  freight 
earned  after  the  loss  belongs  to  the  insurer  of  the  ship ;  that  earned 
previously  to  the  loss  belongs  to  the  shipowner  or  to  the  insurer  on 
freight,  to  whom  it  is  abandoned. 

Art.  2549.  Abandonment  made  upon  sufficient  ground  and 
accepted,  is  binding  on  both  parties.  It  cannot  be  defeated  by  any 
subsequent  event,  or  revoked  otherwise  than  by  mutual  consent. 

Sir  John  Karshke^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bompas,  for  the  Appellants : — 

It  is  quite  clear  from  the  terms  of  the  policy  that  ^the  ship  was 
precluded  from  being  in  the  GvJf  of  St  Lawrence  at  the  time  of 
the  year  when  she  was  wrecked.  Thus  we  are  not  liable  for  the 
loss.  But  then  it  is  said  that  notice  of  the  abandonment  of  the 
ship  was  sent  to  us,  and  that  we  accepted  the  abandonment.  The 
notice  was  not  received  at  the  company's  chief  office  at  J^ororUo 
until  the  18th  of  June,  1868,  before  which  time  we  had  sent 
off  Mr.  McOreffor  with  instructions  to  look  after  any  interest  we 
might  have  in  the  cargo  and  in  the  ship.  When  through  him  we 
took  possession  of  the  ahip  and  repaired  it,  we  were  acting  merely 
as  salvors.  We  never  accepted  the  abandonment.  We  certainly 
never  did  so  expressly,  and  it  cannot  be  said  that  we  did  enough 
•to  accept  it  constructively.  Moreover,  it  was  only  by  the  head 
office  and  by  some  writmg  that  abandonment  could  be  accepted. 

Even  if  there  were  an  acceptance  of  the  abandonment,  the 
«hip  was  not  insured  at  the  time  when  she  was  lost,  for  the 
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J.  C.       insurance  did  not  extend  to  a  loss  in  the  Chdf  of  St.  Lawrenee 
1874       after  the  15th  of  November,  and  an  abandonment  can  be  of  no 
Pbovinoial  avail  when  there  is  no  insurance. 

Q^^^QP  The  declaration  ought  to  contain  a  direct  allegation  that  the 
Canada  xiak  was  covered  by  the  policy  ;  but  this  of  course  it  could  not  do, 
Leduo.      as  the  risk  was  not  covered. 

The  Plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  only  to  the  extent  of 
one-half  of  the  ship.  He  is  accordingly  entitled  at  the  utmost  to 
one-half  only  of  the  insurance  money:  Irving  v.  Bichardson  (1); 
Ebstoorth  v.  Alliance  Marine  Ineuranee  Company  (2). 

Mr.  Alfred  Wills,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Pauli,  for  the  Bespondent : — 

There  was  no  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy.  It  was- 
within  the  meaning  of  the  policy  for  the  ship  to  be  in  the  Qvlfaf 
St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November,  if  she  were  on  her 
voyage  from  Montreal  to  Newfoundland  before  the  1st  of  De- 
cember. The  clause  with  reference  to  being  in  the  gulf,  means 
that  the  ship  was  not  to  be  in  the  gulf  proceeding  westwards 
after  the  15th  of  November.  It  did  not  apply  to  a  ship  going 
eastwards  towards  Newfoundland;  the  other  clause  applied  to 
this :  see  CoUedge  v.  Earty  (3). 

Even  if  there  was  a  breach  of  the  condition,  yet  the  company 
accepted  the  notice  of  abandonment  which  was  sent  to  them. 
After  notice  has  been  given,  the  silence  of  the  insurers  is  sufficient 
to  shew  an  acceptance  of  the  abandonment:  Hudson  v.  Ear- 
risen  (4).  And  if  it  were  not  so,  though  the  company  did  not 
expressly  accept,  what  they  did  conclusively  shews  a  constructive 
acceptance.  By  their  agent  they  took  possession  of  the  ship, 
they  repaired  it,  and  retained  possession  of  it  until  it  was  arrested 
at  their  instance  and  sold  under  Admiralty  process.  They  never 
repudiated  the  notice  of  the  abandonment,  and  they  never 
gave  any  notice  of  their  own  object  in  taking  possession  of  the 
ship,  &c. :  Pede  v.  MercarUUe  Insurance  Company  (5) ;  Peele  v. 
Suffolk  Insurance  Company  (6) ;  Cincinnati  Insurance  Company  v. 
BaJcewell  (7). 

(1)  2  1^  &  Ad.  193.  (5)  8  Mason's  Beports,  27 ;  Fhillipfr 

(2)  Law  I^ep.  8  G.  P.  596.  on  Insurance,  5th  Ed.  vol  ii.,  p.  375. 

(3)  6  Ex.  205.  (6)  7  Pickering's  Reports,  254  (Phil^ 

(4)  3  B.  &  B.  97.  Hpe,  p.  875). 

(7)  4  B.  Monroe's  Reports  (Kentucky)  541. 
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With  regard  to  the  argument  that  in  this  case  the  acceptance       J.  0. 
of  the  abandonment  cannot  avail  anything,  there  was  certainly  an       1S74 
insurance  of  the  ship  for  the  voyage^  and  what  is  alleged  is  that   pbotdtoial 
th^re  was  a  breach  of  one  of  the  conditions ;  after  an  acceptance  q^^^^ 
of  the  abandonment  the  company  cannot  rely  npon  a  breach  of     Cakada 
warranty  to  release  them  from  their  liability.  Lsduo. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  insurance  money. 
He  had  an  interest  in  one-half  of  the  ship :  and  the  owner  of  the 
other  half,  who  was  indebted  to  him,  had  authorized  him  to 
insure  the  ship  in  his  own  name,  in  order  that  if  the  ship 
were  lost  the  Plaintiff  might  receive  the  whole  of  the  insurance 
money,  and  pay  himself  the  amount  of  the  debt. 

Their  Lordships  having  reserved  their  judgment,  it  was  now       is74 
delivered  by 

Sir  Barnes  Peacock  : — 

The  Bespondent,  Joel  Ledue,  is  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Appellants, 
the  Prtmncial  Insurance  Company  of  Canada,  are  the  Defendants 
in  a  suit  brought  in  the  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,  district 
of  Montreal,  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  the  body,  tackle,^ 
apparel,  and  other  furniture  of  the  schooner  Bdbineau  and  Oaudry. 

The  policy  was  effected  by  the  Plaintiff  as  well  in  his  own 
name  as  for  and  in  the  name  and  names  of  all  and  every  other 
person  and  persons  to  whom  the  same  did,  might,  or  should  apper- 
tain, in  part-or  in  all,  for  |5000  upon  the  said  ship,  &c.,  beginning 
the  adventures  at  and  from  Montreal  to  trade  between  the  Island 
of  Newfoundland,  Nova  Scotia,  West  India  Islands,  Cuba,  safe  ports 
in  the  United  Slates,  and  Q^ebec  and  Montreal,  to  and  from  ports 
in  the  Lower  Provinces,  the  risk  commencing  at  noon  of  the  15th 
of  December,  1866,  and  ending  at  noon  of  the  15th  of  December, 
1867.  The  vessel,  &c^  were  valued  at  $7000,  and  it  was  agreed 
that>  in  case  a  total  loss  should  be  claimed  for  or  on  account  of  any 
damage  or  charge  to  the  said  vessel,  the  only  basis  of  ascertaining 
the  value  should  be  her  valuation  in  the  said  policy.  The  vessel 
was  warranted  free  of  war  risk.  The  policy  contained  a  stipu- 
lation in  the  following  words : — 

**  Not  allowed  under  this  policy  to  enter  the  ChdfofSt  Lawrence 
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J.  c.  before  the  25th  day  of  April,  nor  to  be  in  the  said  gulf  after 

ig74  the  15ih  day  of  November.     Nor  to  proceed  to  Newfoundland 

pBoraciAL  ^^^^  ^®  ^®*  ^y  ^^  December  or  before  the  15th  day  of  March, 

Inbcbahcb  without  payment  of  additional  premium  and  leave  first  obtained, 

Cakada  war  nsk  and  sealing  voyages  excepted. 

-  Ledco.  It  may  be  taken  as  against  the  Plaintiff  that  the  vessel  left  the 

'  port  of  Montreal  on  the  16th  of  November,  1867,  for  the  port  of 

8L  John,  Newfoundland,  and  that  she  was  wrecked  between  the 
1st  and  5th  days  of  December,  1867,  about  twenty  miles  below 
the  west  point  of  the  Island  of  Anlicosii,  in  the  Gulf  of  81. 
Lawrence. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  that,  notwith- 
standing the  vessel  was  lost  in  the  Qvlfof  8L  Lawrence  after  the 
15th  of  November,  1867,  the  case  did  not  Ml  withm  that  purt  of 

^  . . .  .  the  warranty  or  condition  by  which  it  was  declared  that  she  was  not 
to  be  in  the  said  gulf  after  the  15th  of  November.  The  argument 
in  support  of  that  contention  was,  that  the  words  *^  to  proceed  to 
Newfoundland^^  must,  according  to  the  decision  of  CoUedge  v. 
Sarty  (1),  be  read  in  the  sense  of**  to  proceed  towards,"  or  "  to  set 
sail  for,"  Newfou/ndland,  and  that  if  read  in  that  sense,  it  would  be 
inconsistent  to  allow  a  vessel  to  set  sail  from  Montreal  to  Nevh 
foundland  on  or  before  the  1st  of  December,  and  not  allow  her  to 
enter  the  Oulf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November.  It 
was,  therefore,  urged  that  the  first  part  of  the  condition  by  which 
it  was  declared  that  the  vessel  was  not  allowed  to  enter  the  Oulf 
of  8t.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November,  applied  only  to  the 
case  of  entering  the  gulf  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  upwards ; 
and  in  support  of  that  argument  the  evidence  of  Bazil  de  Bay  was 
referred  to,  in  which  he  stated  that  it  was  the  custom  of  navigators 
to  leave  the  port  of  Montreal  at  any  tinte  in  the  month  of  No- 
vember, for  the  purpose  of  going  down  the  gulf,  but  that  for  the 
purpose  of  going  up  the  river,  they  did  not  generally  enter  the 
gulf  later  than  the  15th  of  November,  and  that  the  reason  was 
that  the  ice  then  began  to  descend,  and  the  navigation  became 
dangerous. 

> '  Mr.  Boufh,  a  commission  merchant,  who  was  the  agent  of  the 
Defendants  at  Montrealj  through  whom  the  policy  was  effected, 
'^       '  (1)  6  Ex.  205. 
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stated  that  he  nnderstood  by  the  clause  that  the  yessel  was  not  to        J.  c. 
be  in  the  golf  after  the  15th  of  November,  that  is  to  say,  Qoming        is74 
west;  and  going  east,  not  to  proceed  to  Newfoundland  after  the  pbotznoial 
Ist  of  December,  &c.    On  cross-examination  he  stated  he  did  not  ^^^^<^ 
undertake  to  do  anything  beyond  giving  his  opinion  of  the  reading      Canada 
of  the  clause.  Lbduo. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  clause  is  very  clear, 
tliat  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Bowlh  is  not  admissible,  and  that  to  put 
upon  the  clause  such  a  construction  as  that  contended  for,  would 
be  to  make  a  new  agreement  for  the  parties,  instead  of  construing 
that  which  they  made  for  themselves. 

The  only  way  in  which  a  doubt  is  created  as  to  the  construction 
of  the  clause,  is  by  reading  the  latter  part  of  it,  as  declaring  that 
the  vessel  might  proceed  from  any  of  the  ports  mentioned  in  the 
policy  to  Newfoundland^  on  or  before  the  1st  of  December,  not- 
withstanding they  might  have  to  pass  through  the  gulf  after  the 
15th  of  November.  That,  however,  is  not  the  true  construction  of 
the  clause.  As  their  Lordships  read  it»  the  vessel  was  neither  to  be 
in  the  Qidf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November,  nor  to 
prDceed  to  Newfmndlani  from  any  port  after  the  1st  of  December. 
There  is  nothing  inconsistent  or  unreasonable  in  giving  effect  to 
the  words  used,  and  in  holding  that  the  vessel,  whether  proceeding 
from  Montreal,  or  from  any  other  port,  was  not  to  be  in  the  Oulf 
ofSL  Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November. 

Their  Lordships  are  therefore  of  opiiiion  that  the  Appellants 
are  not  liable  for  the  loss  unless  they  have  rendered  themselves 
liable  by  accepting  the  notice  of  abandonment. 

As  regards  that  question,  it  may  be  taken  as  proved  that  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  the  Plaintiff  first  heard  of  the  loss  of  the 
vessel,  he  gave  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  company's  agent  at 
Montreal.  In  the  Bespondent's  case,  in  the  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  it  is  said : — **  The  Respondent  heard  of  the  loss  of 
the  vessel  on  the  19th  of  May,  1868,  and  thereupon  left  the  noti- 
fication and  protest  with  the  company's  agent  at  Montreal.  This 
docoment  does  not  appear  to  have  reached  the  company's  head 
office  at  Toronto  until  the  19th  of  June  following." 

Hr.  MeOuaiff,  the  agents  however,  gave  evidence  to  the  effect 
that  the  notice  of  abandonment  was,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge. 
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J.  C.       served  apon  him  on  the  19th  of  May,  1868,  and  that  the  said 
1874       paper  was  sent  by  him  to  the  head  o£Sce  of  the  company  at  ToraiU^ 

TaoYisciAL  on  the  same  day  or  the  next  day. 

jtaw^KOT  rpj^^ij  Lordships  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  that  state- 
Canada  ment.  Mr.  Crocker,  who  was  a  director  and  the  manager  and 
Lbdoo.  agent  of  the  company  np  to  the  month  of  August^  1870,  when 
examined  as  a  witness  for  the  Defendants,  declared  that  the  copy 
of  the  notice  of  abandonment  was  received  at  the  ofiSce  of  the 
Defendants  in  Toronto  on  the  18th  of  June,  1868.  On  cross- 
examination,  however,  he  stated  that  he  did  not  receive  a  copy  of 
the  notice  through  Mr.  MeChMiff^  that  he  received  it  from  Mr. 
MeChreffor,  who  sent  it  to  him  from  Q^d)ee.  That  copy,  if  sent  by 
Mr.  MeGreffor  from  Quebee  must  have  been  a  different  copy  from 
that  sent  by  Mr.  MeGuaig.  Indeed,  one  of  the  learned  connsel 
for  the  Defendants  was  forced  to  admit  upon  the  argument  that 
the  copy  notice  sent  by  Mr.  MeOregor  and  the  notice  of  which 
Mr.  MeCuaig  spoke,  must  have  been  different  copies.  The  protest 
and  notice  of  abandonment  gave  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of 
the  wreck,  demanded  payment  of  the  $5000  for  which  the  vessel 
was  insured,  and  relinquished  and  abandoned  to  the  Defendants 
all  the  rights,  claims,  title,  and  interest  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
said  vessel. 

Both  the  Superior  Court  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on 
appeal,  found  that  the  abandonment  was  accepted  by  the  De- 
fendants. Two  of  the  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  dissented  from  the  judgment  of  that  Court ;  Mr.  Justice 
Monk,  however,  dissented  only  on  the  question  of  damages;  Mr. 
Justice  Badgley  alone  dissented  as  to  the  acceptance  by  the  De- 
fendants of  the  abandonment.  It  was  proved  by  MoChregor  that 
on  the  24th  of  May  he  was  instructed  by  the  manager  of  the 
insurance  company  to  proceed  to  Qa$p6,  in  the  Ghdf  of  St.  Lavh 
renee,  to  look  after  any  interest  the  company  might  have  in  the 
cargo  or  in  the  vessel :  he  also  stated  that  the  Defendants  had 
constantly  acted  as  salvors  and  saved  vessels,  and  been  allowed 
salvage  for  such  service.  But,  whether  the  Defendants  had  acted 
as  salvors  on  other  occasions  or  not»  the  instructions  which  Mr. 
MeChregor  received,  and  upon  which  he  acted,  were  to  look  after 
any  interest  the  company  might  have  in  the  cargo  or  in  the 
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yeeseL    He  stated  that  he  went  to  Aniieadiy  and  was  there  on  the  J«  O. 

15th  of  June;  that  he  went  to  the  vessel,  which  he  found  abont  1874 

twenty  miles  from  the  lighthouse,  near  the  centre  of  the  island,  Pbotinoiai. 

on  the  south-west  side;  that  she  was  lying  bottom  up  with  her  o[>^f^^ 


bow  out  in  the  gulf,  and  her  rigging,  anchor,  and  chains  lying  just 
at  her  bow ;  that  a  hole  had  been  cut  in  her  side  for  the  purpose  Lniuo. 
of  taking  out  her  carga  He  further  stated,  that  after  disposing 
of  her  cargo,  he  got  material  and  men,  and  went  back  to  the  island 
and  took  the  yessel  off,  and  brought  her  to  0€upS,  where  he  left 
ker  and  went  home.  He  said,  ''After  I  got  to  Toronto  I  endea- 
voured to  get  the  salvage,"  but  he  was  wholly  silent  as  to  the 
person  from  whom,  and  the  mamier  in  which,  he  endeavoured  to 
get  it.  He  proceeded,  ^  When  I  found  I  could  not  get  it,  I  went 
down  in  September  and  brought  the  vessel  up  to  Montreal,  where 
she  has  since  been  sold."  It  was  proved  that  the  sale  was  made 
after  a  decree  of  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  in  a  proceeding  in  rem 
ht  salvage,  and  it  is  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  that  she  was 
sold  under  Admiralty  process. 

The  case  of  Svdeon  v.  Earrieon  (1)  was  cited  as  an  authority 
to  shew  that  the  silence  of  an  insurer  has  been  construed  to  be  an 
acceptance  of  an  abandonment  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  to  that 
length  in  this  case.  Their  Lordships  consider  that  Mr.  Justice 
Sortf  was  correct  in  stating  that  an  insurer  is  not  bound  to  signify 
his  acceptance  of  an  abandonment.  If  he  says  nothing  and  does 
nothing,  the  proper  conclusion  is  that  he  does  not  mean  to  accept. 
In  the  case  of  Peele  v.  The  Merchants^  Insurance  Company  (2)  it 
was  held  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  that  the  floating  and  repairing  of  a 
stranded  ship  by  the  underwriters,  though  it  was  done  with  the 
intention  of  surrendering  to  the  assured,  was  a  constructive  accept- 
ance of  an  abandonment  In  the  case  of  Pede  v.  The  Suffolk 
Ineurance  Company  (3)  the  Supreme  Court  of  Maeeaehueetts  held 
that,  though  the  underwriters  had  a  right  to  keep  possession  of  a 
ship  for  a  reasonable  time  to  repair  it,  yet  that  their  keeping  of  it 
for  an  unreasonable  time  for  that  purpose  was  a  constructive  accept- 
ance of  the  abandonment    It  has  also  been  held  that,  if  the 

(1)  3  a  ft  B.  97.  (8)  7  Pickering's  (Mass.)  Reports, 

(2)  3  Mason's  Beports,  27 ;  Phillips  254;  Phillips  on  Insurance,  toL  iL 
on  Insnranoe,  yol  ii.  6th  Ed.  p.  375.         5th  Ed.  p.  375. 
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J,  Ci       underKrlters  take  poBseflsion  of  a  yeBsel  after  an  abandonment^  and 
lg74       proceed  to  repair  without  giving  notice  of  their  object,  it  is  an 
PaovwCTAi.   «tcceptance :  The  Cincinnati  Insurance  Company  v,  BakewM  (1). 
iKsuRANOB        JxL  the  prcsont  case  the  Defendants  were  not  merely  silent,  but 
Oasada     they  were  active,  and  by  their  agent,  Mr.  MeQregor^  took  pos- 
ij^xio.      session  of  the  vessel  after  notice  of  abandonment  had  been  sent  to 
—       the  head  office  at  Toronlto ;  and  the  vessel  was  kept  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  Defendants  from  the  time  it  was  raised  and  taken 
into  Oaq^  until  it  was  arrested  at  the  instance  of  the  Defendants 
by  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court,  and  it  must  have  been  repaired 
before  it  was  taken  to  Montreal. 

Mr.  MeQregoT  stated,  in  his  evidence,  that  he  left  the  vessel  at 
Qaspe  when  he  returned  to  Toronto;  but  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  it  was  left  in  the  charge  of  some  i>er8on  on  behalf  of  the 
company  from  that  time  until  the  month  of  September  following, 
when  he  retutned  to  Qaepi  and  took  the  vessel  up  to  Montreal; 
and,  at  all  events,  the  vessel  having  been  raised  and  taken  into 
Oa^  by  the  agent  of  the  Defendants,  must  be  assumed  to  have 
remained  in  their  possession  until  proved. to  have  been  delivered 
over.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Plaintiff,  at  any  time  during 
that  period,  had  notice  of  the  object  with  which  the  Defendants 
took  and  retained  possession  of  the  vessel,  or  that  they  dii^nted 
their  liability  for  the  loss  upon  the  ground  of  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty, or  that  they  repudiated  the  notice  of  abandonment.  There 
was  nothing  to  lead  the  Plaintiff  to  suppose  that  the  Defendants 
repudiated  altogether  their  liability  under  the  policy  and  the 
notice  of  abandonment,  and  that  they  were  acting,  not  as  insurers, 
but  as  mere  ordinary  salvors,  who  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the 
vessel,  and  their  Lordships  cannot  believe  that  they  acted  merely 
in  that  capacity.  The  remarks  of  the  Court  in  the  case  above 
cited  of  The  Oindnnaii  Ineurance  Company  v.  Bahewdl  (1)  are 
very  applicable  to  the  present  as  regards  that  suggestion. 

Mr.  Justice  Badgley  considered  that  the  decree  of  the  Vice- 
Admiralty  Court  in  &vour  of  the  Defendants  proved  them  to  be 
mere  salvors  of  the  vessel.  But  their  Lordships  do  not  concur  in 
that  view.  That  decree  is  dated  the  23rd  of  April,  1869.  It 
does  not  appear,  nor  is  it  very  material,  at  what  time  the  suit  in 
(1)  4  B.  Monroe's  Reports  (Kentucky),  641. 
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the  Yice-Admiralty  Court  was  oommenced*    It  is,  boweyer,  stated       J.c. 
by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley^  and  the  fact  is  probably  so,  that  the  TesseL       1874 
was  libelled,  pending  tbe  present  action,  in  the  Superior  Court.  It  pbotocui. 
was^  however,  a  proceeding  m  ram,  and  not  against  the  Plaintiff  ^[^^^ 
personall  J.    It  would  bave  been  no  answer  in  that  proceeding  for     Oaxasa. 
the  Plaintiff  to  have  alleged  that  he  bad  no  interest  in  tbe  yessel,      Ixdvo. 
that  by  virtue  of  the  insurance,  tbe  loss,  tbe  abandonment^  and 
the  acceptance  thereof,  tbe  vessel  bad  become  tbe  property  of  tbe 
Defendants.    If  tbe  Defendants  ibougbt  fit  to  libel  their  own 
yegsel  for  salvage,  it  was  no  concern  of  the  Plaintiff's^  nor  was  be 
bound  to  appear.    He  could  not  bave  defended  that  suit  witboat 
alleging  that  be  bad  an  interest  in  tbe  vessel,  and  thereby  pre* 
jndicing  bis  own  action  on  tbe  policy  and  bis  contention  that  tbe 
Defendants  bad  accepted  tbe  abandonment. 

Mr.  Oroher  stated  that  MoOregcr  was  never  instructed  to  accept 
an  abandonment,  and  that  abandonments  could  be  accepted  only 
at  tbe  bead  office  and  by  writing ;  but  McQregor  was  instructed  to 
look  after  tbe  interests  of  tbe  company,  and  if  bis  acts  in  pur- 
suance of  tbose  instructions,  coupled  witb  tbe  non-repudiation  of 
the  notice  of  abandonment,  amounted  to  an  acceptance,  or  were 
eyidence  from  which  an  acceptance  might  be  inferred,  tbe  De- 
fendants are  bound  by  tbose  acts.  Tbe  question  as  to  whether 
the  abandonment  has  been  constructively  accepted  is  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact.  Unfortunately  we  bave  not  tbe  reasons 
of  the  majority  of  the  Judges.  Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that  tbe  acts  of  the  Defendants,  by  their  agent,  MeQreffor,  in 
regard  to  the  vessel  after  notice  of  abandonment,  and  especially 
their  repairing  tbe  vessel  and  retaining  it  in  their  possession  from 
the  time  when  it  was  raised  up  to  tbe  time  of  their  libelling  it  in 
the  Yice-Admiralty  Court,  without  repudiating  that  notice  or 
informing  the  Plaintiff  as  to  the  character  in  which  they  were 
actings  were  evidence  of  an  acceptance  of  the  abandonment. 
They  would  not  reverse  the  concurrent  decisions  of  two  Courts 
upon  a  question  of  fact  except  upon  tbe  clearest  conviction  that 
they  were  wrong.  In  the  present  case  they  are  of  opinion  tibat 
the  Courts  were  correct  in  finding  that  the  abandonment  was 
accepted.  Their  Lordships'  view  upon  this  part  of  the  case 
would  be  the  same  even  if  Mr.  MeCuaig  bad  not  forwarded 
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J.  C       the  notice  of  abandonment  to  the  head  ofiSce  before  the  ISth  of 
1874       June. 
Pbotincial       Then,  as  to  the  effect  of  that  acceptance,  it  was'contended  that, 
Qo^jmow  ^  there  was  no  loss  for  which  the  Defendants  were  liable,  the 
Cakada     notice  of  abandonment  was  inoperative,  and  that  the  acceptance 
Lbduo.      of  it  could  not  convert  a  partial  loss  for  which  the  Defendants  were 
not  liable  into  a  total  loss  for  which  they  were  liable.    Articles 
2521  and  2522  of  the  Civil  Code  were  referred  to,  and  it  was 
urged  that  there  could  be  no  loss  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code 
unless  it  was  caused  by  an  event  insured  against.    Mr.  Justice 
Badgley  was  of  that  opinion,  and  he  considered  that  at  most  there 
was  only  a  partial  loss,  which  could  not,  under  Articles  2544  and 
2545,  be  converted  into  a  total  loss  by  notice  of  abandonment 
That  learned  Judge  said,  ''implications  of  acceptance  are  not 
favoured,  and  can  have  no  effect  or  validity  in  contravention  of 
the  positive  fact  upheld  by  Article  2545  of  the  actual  recovery  of 
the  stranded  vessel."    He  was  also  of  opinion  that  the  fact  of  the 
restoration  and  recovery  of  the  stranded  vessel  prevented  aban- 
donment at  all. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  learned  Judge  did  not 
sufficiently  advert  to  the  distinction  between  a  mere  notice  of 
abandonment  and  a  valid  abandonment,  or  a  notice  of  abandonment 
which  has  been  accepted. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  present  case  did  not 
fall  within  Article  2545,  upon  which  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  so  mucli 
relied.  It  was  not  a  case  of  mere  stranding.  The  vessel  could 
not  have  been  raised  and  put  into  a  condition  to  continue  her 
voyage  to  the  place  of  destination.  Further,  it  appears  to  their 
Lordships  that  Article  2545  must  be  read  in  conjunction  with  Ar- 
ticles 2538,  2543,  and  2544,  and  that  it  does  not  apply  to  the  case 
of  an  abandonment  which  has  been  accepted.  It  puts  the  case  of 
stranding  very  much  upon  the  same  footing  as  that  upon  which  it 
stands  under  the  law  of  this  country.  Abandonments  made  and 
accepted  are  treated  of  in  Article  2547.  It  is  there  said,  ^  Aban- 
donment made  and  accepted  is  equivalent  to  transfer,  and  the 
thing  abandoned,  with  the  rights  pertaining  to  it^  becomes  from 
the  time  of  abandonment  the  property  of  the  insurer.  The 
acceptance  may  be  either  express  or  implied." 
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Article  2549  of  the  Code  was  intended  to  preyent  a  notice  of  J.  G. 
abandonment  when  accepted  from  being  defeated  by  any  sabse*  1874 
'^nent  event.  Puotincial 

The  Superior  Court  held  that  the  Defendants  were  estopped,  (^mp^J^J" 
iy  the  acceptance,  from  urging  against  the  Plaintiff  objections     Canada 


OF 
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founded  upon  the  breaches  of  condition,  and  awarded  the  Plaintiff  Leduo. 
half  the  amount,  viz.,  |3500,  of  the  declared  value  of  the  vessel. 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Mr.  Justice  Bcdgley  dissenting),  held 
that  the  allegations  set  forth  by  the  Plaintiff  in  his  declaration, 
which  included  an  allegation  of  acceptance,  were  fully  proved,  and 
diat  by  reason  thereof  and  of  the  abandonment  otfeqpM  by  the 
•company,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount 
inmred,  viz.,  $5000*  Mr.  Justice  Monk  dissented  on  the  question 
^f  amount  only.  He  considered  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  but  only  one-half  of  the  amount  insured. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  by  the  acceptance  of  the 
itbandonment^  the  Defendants  became  liable  as  for  a  total  loss.  In 
Anith  V.  Bobertson  (1)  it  was  held  that  the  insurers  could  not  be 
allowed  to  say  that  the  loss  was  not  total  after  they  had  acquiesced 
in  the  abandonment  as  for  a  total  loss,  and  had  thereby  admitted 
that  the  loss  was  a  loss  of  that  description.  In  that  case  the  in- 
surer had  no  right  to  abandon,  but  merely  a  right  to  give  notice 
of  abandonment  But  the  moment  the  notice  was  accepted,  the 
abandonment  took  effect;  the  loss  immediately  became  tanta- 
mount to  a  total  loss ;  and  the  insurers  were  precluded  from  rely- 
ing upon  the  subsequent  recovery  of  the  property,  because  they 
were  not  allowed  to  say  that  the  loss  was  not  total  This  case,  as 
it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  gets  rid  of  the  objection  of  Mr.  J  ustice 
Badglsy  to  the  form  of  the  Plaintiff's  declaration.    He  says : — 

'^  Now  the  only  loss  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  that  *  h  dit 
namre  aurait  peri  corps  et  hiens  dans  Is  Qolfe  Saint^Lanrent,  faisatU 
Am  naufrage  etdier  et  eomplety  which  is  the  absolute  total  loss  of 
the  Code  article,  where  the  thing  insured  is  wholly  destroyed  and 
lost,  in  other  words,  submerged  in  the  Qidfof  St.  Lawrence.  As 
matter  of  fact,  the  alleged  total  loss  is  not  true,  and  has  been  dis- 
approved, but  it  is  .the  only  one  alleged,  and  the  insurers  cannot 

(1)  2  Dow,  474. 
Vol.  YL  3  R 
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J.  c.        be  made  to  snffer  from  any  other  description  of  los9  or  cause  of 

1874        action  than  that  charged;  and  in  strict  justice  the  Appellants 

PRovmciAL   ^tion  should  be  dismissed,  unless,  under  the  rule  of  practice,  he 

issuBAHCE    should  elect  to  amend  his  declaration  to  meet  the  proof  of  the 
CouPAirr  or  * 

CivASA     case,  inrhich  as  it  is  admits  of  no  effective  abandonment  with,  its- 

LsDuc.      alleged  acceptance  as  set  out  in  the  declaration." 

Their  Lordships  would  deeply  regret  if  an  objection  to  the  mere 
form  of  the  declaration,  which  does  not  affect  the  merits  of  the 
case,  should  compel  them  to  decide  against  the  Plaintiff,  but  they 
are  relieyed  from  that  difficulty  by  the  above-mentioned  case  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  insurera  after 
acceptance  could  not  be  allowed  to  say  that  the  loss  was  not  totaU 
It  was  contended  that  the  vessel  was  not  insured  at  the  time 
when  she  was  lost,  as  the  insurance  did  not  extend  to  a  loss  in  the 
Qvlf  of  St.  Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November,  and  that  an 
abandonment  can  be  of  no  avail  when  there  is  no  insurance.  But 
the  vessel  was  in  fact  insured ;  the  loss  occurred  during  the  time 
and  upon  a  voyage  described  in  the  policy,  but  there  was  a  breach 
of  one  of  the  warranties  or  conditions  expressed.  la  the  case  of 
the  OineinnaH  Ineuranoe  Company  v.  Bakewdl  (1),  the  insurance- 
was  merely  against  a  total  loss.  But  it  was  held  that  the  insurers 
could  not,  after  acceptance  of  an  abandonment,  rely  upon  the  fact 
that  the  loss  was  not  total,  and,  consequently,  that  it  was  a  lo8& 
within  the  terms  of  the  policy. 

There  is  no  distinction  in  principle  between  an  express  and  a 
constructive  acceptance  of  an  abandonment  The  effect  produced 
upon  the  rights  of  the  parties  is  the  same  in  both  cases.  Suppose 
the  Defendants,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  notice,  had  written  to  the 
Plaintiff,  and  said  that,  as  the  loss  took  place  in  the  OvUf  ofSt. 
Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November,  they  did  not  consider  them- 
selves in  strictness  liable  to  make  good  the  loss ;  that  they  found 
upon  inquiry  that  Mr.  Bouth^  their  agent  at  MtnUreal,  through 
whom  the  insurance  was  effected,  was  under  the  impression  that 
that  part  of  the  warranty  which  declared  that  the  vessel  was  not 
to  be  in  the  Otdfof  8t  Lawrence  after  the  15th  of  November 
applied  merely  to  the  case  of  its  going  west,  and  that,  under  those- 
circumstances,  they  did  not  consider  it  right  to  avail  themselves- 
(1)  4  B.  Monroe's  ReporU  (Kentucky),  541. 
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of  the  bi€aeh  of  warranty ;  that  they  accepted  the  abandonment       j.  c. 
and  would  make  the  best  they  could  (or  themselves  of  the  salvage,        is74 
and  would  settle  as  for  a  total  loss.    Or  suppose  they  had  gone  pboyikoiai. 
further  and  stated  that  they  concurred  with  Mr.  Bouth  in  his  con-   iK8''BA»t;B 
stniction  of  the  policy^  and  that  they  accepted  the  abandonment,     cjanada 
Suppose  that,  after  they  had  raised  the  vessel  they  had  sold  her      Lbduc. 
for  $10,000  in  excess  of  the  salvage  expenses,  it  is  dear  that  the 
Plaintiff  oould  not  have  turned  round  and  claimed  the  full  amount 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  vessel  upon  the  ground  that  the  loss  was  not 
caused  by  a  risk  insured  against,  and  that  he  had,  consequently, 
no  right  to  give  notice  of  the  abandonment.    If  the  Plaintiff  could, 
not  have  treated  the  abandonm^it  as  a  nullity,  surely  the  Defen- 
dants cannot  be  allowed,  after  acceptance,  to  rely  upon  a  breach 
of  the  warranty  or  condition  of  which  they  had  full  notice  at  the 
time  of  their  acceptance  of  the  abandonment    Estoppels  are 
mutuaL    If  the  mouth  of  one  party  is  closed,  so  also  is  that  of  the 
other.    By  the  abandonment  and  the  acceptance  of  the  abandon- 
ment, the  matter  was  closed.    The  whole  interest  of  the  Plaintiff 
ia  the  thing  abandoned  was  transferred  to  the  Defendants,  and 
became  their  property  (Article  2547). 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  it  may  be  very  doubtful  whether, 
in  point  of  law,  the  particular  &ct8  amount  to  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty«  But  if,  after  a  constructive  total  loss  and  notice  of  aban- 
donment, the  insurer,  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  accepts 
the  notice  of  abandonment,  he  cannot,  wh^n  called  upon  to  pay 
the  amount  insured,  resile  and  rely  upon  a  breach  of  warranty. 

The  effect  of  acceptance  is,  as  remarked  by  Mr.  Amotdd,  well 
expressed  by  Botday  Paiy  (1) — "  Far  leur  acceptation  volontaire  ti 
ied  fait  impade  erUre  lea  parties  qui  a  tout  termine**  (2). 

The  only  remaining  question  is  as  to  the  amount  to  which  the 
Plaintiff  is  entitled.  Jean  Baptide  Vigneau  proved  that  his 
brother,  Benjamin  Vigneau^  who  was  the  captain  of  the  vessel  and 
was  lost  in  her,  told  him  that  he  was  in  debt  to  the  Plaintiff,  that 
he  had  given  him  a  guarantee  for  the  debt,  and  had  authorized 
him  to  insure  the  vessel  BcAineau  and  Qaudry  in  his  own  name,  to 
the  end  that  if  the  vessel  should  be  lost  the  Plaintiff  might  receive 

(1)  Coon  de  Droit,  Gomm.,  tit  xi.,  (2)  Ainould  on  Marine  Lumrance, 
•ec  7,  vol  vr.  p.  380.  4th  ed.  p.  859,  note. 
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J.  0.       the  whole  of  the  insurance  money,  and  pay  himself  the  amount 

1874       which  Benjamin  Vigneau  owed  him. 

VwmciAv       Their  Lordships  consider  that  this  declaration  of  the  deceased 

(^i^^T?F  •^S*^'^®*  ^^  ^^^  interest  was  evidence  sufBcient  to  prove  that  the 

Oah^a     Plaintiff  was  authorized  by  Benjamin  Vigneau  to  insure  the  half 

jLsDuc.      of  the  vessel  which  belonged  to  him,  and  to  receive  the  amount 

""^       insured.    This,  coupled  with  the  interest  which  the  Plaintiff  had 

in  the  other  half  of  the  vessel,  entitled  him  to  insure  the  whole 

vessel,  and  to  recover  the  full  amount  insured. 

Mr.  Justice  Badgley  appears  to  have  overlooked  the  evidence  of 
Jean  Baptiete  Vigneau,  when  he  stated  that  his  interest  in  the  in- 
surance money  did  not  exceed  one-half  sliare  thereof.  It  is  clear 
that  an  agent  who  insures  for  another  with  his  authority  may  sue 
in  his  own  name  (1).  The  mortgage  did  not  affect  the  Plaintiffs 
right  to  insure  for  the  full  amount  of  the  value  of  the  vesseL  The 
vessel,  or  the  value  of  it,  may  be  the  only  means  which  he  has  of 
paying  the  mortgage  debt. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  C!ourt 
of  Queen's  Bench  was  correct^  and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  to  affirm  it^  with  the  costs  of  this  appeaL 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants:    Messrs.  Bieehoff,   Bompas,  & 
Biscboff. 
Solicitor  for  the  Respondents  :^  Mr.  TT,  H.  Aehuret. 

(1)  Phillips  on  InBunnoe. 
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HENRY  JOHN  STYRING  KING Plaintiff;       j.o.» 

AND  1875 

ALFRED  PINSONEAULT Defendant/ ^^»'|9»30; 

Mardi2,  ' 
OH  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  QUEBEC        

(APPEAL  SIDE). 
Enjudicaia — ^  Transaction  " — Specific  Performance — Powers  of  Avoii6. 

On  the  Slst  of  December,  1839,  oertain  Tincollected  rents  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  a  deceased  person  were  sold  by  his  executors  to  the  Respondent.  In 
1869,  the  Appellant,  claiming  as  residuary  legatee  under  the  will  of  the 
deceased,  sued  the  Respondent  and  the  surviving  executor  to  cancel  the  sale 
and  for  an  account  and  payment,  and  after  certain  abortive  negotiations  for 
a  compromise,  foreclosed  the  pleadings  in  the  action.  Thereupon  a  "  transac- 
tion "  was,  on  the  4th  of  June,  1870,  made  between  the  Respondent  and  Z., 
the  counsel  and  attorney  of  the  Appellant,  to  the  effect  that  the  cause  was 
stayed  on  certain  terms  of  payment  and  the  foreclosure  removed,  ^*ju8qu*a 
noisvel  avia;^  which  "transaction,"  on  the  10th  of  June,  the  Respondent 
revoked  and  pleaded  to  the  action.  Thereafter  the  Appellant  prayed  for 
judgment  in  terms  of  the  compromise,  which  was  refused. 

In  January,  1871,  the  Appellant  brought  another  action  to  enforce  the  com- 
promise, and  the  Respondent  pleaded,  first,  that  the  pendency  of  the  original 
action  for  substantially  the  same  cause  was  a  bar,  or  that  the  discontinuance 
thereof  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  maintain  a  fresh  one; 
necondly,  res  judicata;  thirdly,  fourthly,  and  fifthly,  that  the  "  transaction" 
was  conditWnal  on  ratification  by  the  Court,  was  made  by  L,  without  Ap- 
pellant's authority,  and  under  mistake,  surprise,  or  fraud : — 

Held^  first,  that  the  pendency  of  the  first  action  was  not  a  bar  to  the  in- 
stitution of  the  second ;  nor  was  the  discontinuance  of  the  first  a  condition 
precedent  to  bringing  the  second.  The  right  mode  of  enforcing  the  *'  transac- 
tion *  was  by  a  separate  action. 

Secondly,  the  ''  transaction"  was  intended  to  be  final,  but,  according  to  the 
Canada  CivU  Code,  interpreted  by  the  aid  of  the  French  law,  X.,  in  the 
absence  of  special  authority,  had  not,  by  reason  of  his  being  **aw)cat^  and 
"avoue^^  any  power  to  bind  his  client  thereby. 

An  avou^  can,  however,  bind  his  client  (until  disaveu)  by  any  proceeding 
in  the  eause^  though  taken  without  his  client's  authority,  or  even  in  defiance 
of  his  prohibition. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for 
Jjower  Canada  (Appeal  side),  dated  the  17th  of  September,  1873, 

•  Pre«cne;— Sib  James  W.  Colvilb,  Sir  Barnes  Peacock,  Sir  Moktague  E, 
Smith,  and  Sib  Robert  P,  Colueh. 
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J.  0.       affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada,. 

1875        dated  the  Slst  of  October,  1871. 

Kara  ^^  action  in. which  the  judgments  appealed  from  were  given  was 

PnraoNEATJLT  ^^stituted  in  January,  1871,  by  the  Appellant  to  recover  from  the 

^Respondent  a  sum  of  $30,000  upon  a  "  transaction  "  or  agreement 

for  a  compromise  dated  the  4th*  of  June,  1870,  by  which,  it  was 
contended,  another  action  brought  by  the  Appellant  in  December 
1869,  and  then  pending  in  the  Superior  Court  of  the  district 
of  Montreal  against  the  Bespondent  and  the  Beverend  George 
Burton  Hamilton  (the  sole  surviving  executor  and  trustee  of  the 
will  of  the  late  General  Napier  Christie  Burton,  deceased)  had 
been  settled. 

The  nature  of  the  first  action,  the  circumstances  which  led  thereto, 
the  "  transaction  *'  of  the  4th  of  June,  1870,  and  the  manner  in 
which  it  was  effected,  the  nature  of  the  second  suit  and  the  plead- 
ings therein,  are  fully  set  forth  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships,, 
and  need  not  be  repeated  here. 

The  material  questions  raised  by  the  pleadings  in  the  second 
action,  in  which  this  appeal  arose,  were  (1.)  Whether  the  AppeUant 
was  or  not  put  to  his  election,  and  bound  to  discontinue  bis  former 
action  before  proceeding  with  the  present  one.  (2.)  Whether,  by 
allowing  the  Bespondent  to  plead  in  the  former  action  after  the 
compromise  had  been  entered  into,  and  refusing  to  give  effect  to 
the  compromise  in  that  action,  the  Court  had  or  had  not  adjudicated 
upon  the  validity  of  the  agreement  for  a  compromise,  so  as  to  bar 
any  separate  action  based  on  that  agreement  (3.)  Whether  the 
agreement  in  question  was  final,  or  whether  it  was  conditional  on 
the  ratification  thereof  by  the  Court.  (4.)  Whether  the  same  was 
or  not  void  as  having  been  executed  on  a  Sunday.  (5.)  Whether 
the  attorney  of  the  Appellant  had  or  had  not  authority  to  bind 
^  him  by  executing  the  agreement  on  his  behalf,  and  whether  it  was 

not  open  to  the  Bespondent  to  repudiate  the  contract  before  it 
was  formally  ratified  by  the  Appellant.  (6.)  Whether  there  was 
or  not  any  surprise  or  deceit  practised  on  the  Bespondent,  or  any 
such  error  or  mistake  on  his  part  when  he  subscribed  the  agree* 
ment,  as  to  entitle  him  to  repudiate. 

On  the  Slst  of  October,  1871,  Mr.  Justice  Beaudrey  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  Bespondent,  on  the  ground  that  Mr.  Laflamme,  the 
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counsel  and  attorney  for  the  Appellant,  had  no  power  of  attorney       J.  0. 
for  the  Appellant,  and   that  the  agreement  for  compromise  or       1875 
"  transaction/'  could  not  be  binding  on  either  party  until  ratified       s^q 
by  the  Appellant;  and  that  before  it  was  so  ratified  the  J^espon-  p^^^J'^^jj^^ 
dent  had  withdrawn  from  it.  

The  Appellant  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of 
Lower  Canada  (Appeal  side),  and  on  the  17th  of  September, 
1873,  the  Court,  by  a  majority  of  three  to  two,  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below,  though  for  different  reasons. 

The  reasons  given  by  Chief  Justice  Dwval  (who  with  Mr.  Justice 
Pciette  and  Mr.  Justice  Badffley,  formed  the  majority  of  the 
Court),  for  his  decision,  were  to  the  effect  that  (without  pro- 
nouncing any  opinion  on  the  validity  of  the  agreement)  the  object 
of  the  agreement  was  to  put  an  end  to  a  pending  suit  between  the 
parties,  and  that  the  agreement  was  therefore  an  incident  in  that 
suit,  and  could  not  be  severed  from  it  so  as  to  be  the  basis  of  a 
separate  action  so  long  as  the  origmal  suit  was  pending,  and  that 
the  benefit  of  the  agreement  was  to  be  obtained,  if  at  all,  by  means 
of  subsidiary  proceedings  in  that  suit. 

Mr,  Justice  PcIeUe  (a  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  sitting 
instead  of  Mr.  Justice  Drummond,  who  had  declared  himself  in- 
competent to  sit  on  the  appeal),  gave  no  reasons  for  his  judgment, 
though  concurring  in  the  decision.  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  (who 
expressed  an  opinion  that  the  agreement  was  invalid,  and  had  been 
obtained  illegally  and  by  surprise)  also  concurred  in  the  decision. 
The  dissentient  Judges  were  Mr.  Justice  Monk^  and  Mr.  Justice 
TaschereaUy  who  held  the  agreement  yalid  and  the  action  rightly 
brought. 

Mr.  Fryy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JST.  A,  Giffard,  for  the  Appellant : — 

As  to  the  preliminary  objections  taken  by  the  Bespondent :— • 
The  agreement  of  the  4th  of  June,  1870,  was  a  distinct  agreement, 
the  validity  of  which  when  disputed  could  not  be  put  in  issue  and 
tried  upon  its  merits  in  the  then  pending  action.  The  causes  of 
action  sought  to  be  enforced  in  the  two  actions  are  different,  and  a 
Plaintiff  can  only  be  put  to  elect  between  two  proceedings  where 
the  two  proceedings  are  directed  to  enforce  the  same  cause  of  action, 

3  S  2 
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J.  0.       Moreoyer,  the  Appellant  had  done  nothing  in  the  first  action  to 

1875       render  it  inequitable  that  he  should  maintain  the  second.    From 

^[^       the  date  of  the  letter  of  the  11th  of  Jane  down  to  this  appeal,  the 

^-        ,  Appellant  was  always  ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  compromise 

and  carry  out  its  terms.    He  was  ready  and  willing  to  desist  from 

the  first  action  on  payment  of  the  amount  mentioned  in  the 
"  transaction.**  It  was  not  obligatory  upon  him  to  dismiss  his  bill, 
or  to  discontinue  his  action,  which  under  the  Code  must  be 
with  costs ;  he  must  ^*  desist "  from  it,  that  is,  he  must  not  go  on 
with  it  In  hciy  he  has  taken  no  step  in  it  after  the  compromise, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  compromise.  Besides,  the 
payment  of  money  by  the  Respondent  was  a  condition  precedent 
to  any  final  order  or  fined  stay  of  proceedings  in  the  first  action. 
Although  the  Court  in  that  action  refused  to  give  efiect  to  the 
compromise,  and  allowed  the  Respondent  to  plead,  that  does  not 
render  the  invalidity  of  the  compromise  res  judieata,  nor  does  it 
preclude  the  Appellant  from  enforcing  the  same  in  the  second 
action.  The  ''  transaction  "  was  intended  as  a  final  settlement  of 
the  then  pending  action.  It  was  not,  as  contended  for  by  the 
Respondent,  a  draft  of  a  judgment  to  be  submitted  to  the  Court, 
called  a  *'  jugemeni  cCeo^pedientJ*  from  which  both  parties  were 
entitled  to  withdraw  until  it  was  ratified  by  the  Court.  The  old 
French  law  on  that  subject  has  no  application.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  CivU  Code  of  Canada  referring  to  jugemewt  d^expSdient.  This 
was  an  ordinary  *'  transaction  *'  and  bound  the  parties :  see  sect. 
1918  of  the  CivU  Code  of  Canada.  As  to  its  being  executed  on  a 
Sunday [Mr.  Bompaa: — I  do  not  insist  upon  that.] 

Mr.  BompaSy  and  Mr.  Kendm  Bighj^  for  the  Respondent: — 

Assuming  this  ^'  transaction  ^  to  be  valid,  still  this  action  is  not 
maintainable.  The  two  causes  of  action  are  mutually  exclusive : 
Merlin,  Qtiestion  de  Droit,  vo.  **  Option,**  sect.  1,  No.  6.  Actual  discon- 
tinuance of  the  first  action  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to 
payment,  and  to  the  right  to  bring  a  second  action.  [Sib  James 
W.  CoLViLB  referred  to  DaUoz,  Juris.  OSneral,  vo.  **  Desistemeni.'*] 
There  is  a  distinction  between  actions  for  specific  performance  and 
actions  for  damages ;  in  the  former  actual  performance  of  his  part 
by  the  plaintifi^,  not  merely  readiness  to  perform  it,  is  required : 
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see  (Xvil  Code  of  Canada,  Beet  10QI6:  PerreavUY.Areand{l).  The  J.  0. 
Appellant  could  at  any  time  have  discontinued  his  suit,  and  so  1875 
performed  his  part  of  the  agreement:  see  Code  of  CivH  Pro-  kI^q 
eedurcy  "  On  DiscontinuancCy"  sect.  450,  et  seq'.    Here  the  inten-  pj^go^^^^T 

tion  of  the  parties  was  that  there  should  be  a  judgment  in  terms  of       

the  consent  The  Code  has  taken  pains  to  enable  Courts  to  do 
complete  justice  in  a  single  suit^  and  even  to  provide  for  the  ad- 
judication of  claims  by  and  against  third  parties :  4th  chap,  of 
Civil  Procedure  Code,  ^*  Incidental  Demands,"  sects.  149-153. 
The  object  is  to  prevent  circuity  of  actions.  That  being  the 
object  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  and  the  point  being 
one  of  practice,  this  Court  will  not  advise  its  reversal  [Mr. 
Fry,  Q.C.,  referred  to  sect.  151.]  Time  was  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  referred  to  Askew  v.  WeUinffton  (2)  to 
shew  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  a  matter  of  this 
kind. 

Sin  BoBERT  P.  CoLLiEB  Stated  that  their  Lordships  considered 
that  the  case  should  be  argued  upon  its  merits. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Qiffard,  for  the  Appellant: — 

!First,  whether  Mr.  Lafiamme  had  authority  to  bind  the  Appel- 
lant. According  to  the  law  of  Fra/iMe  there  was  a  binding  contract 
between  the  parties,  unless  the  Appellant  refused  to  ratify  it ;  a 
reasonable  time  for  his  ratification  must  have  elapsed  before 
the  Bespondent  could  revoke  his  consent :  see  TouiUier  [5th  ed.]. 
Droit  Civil  Franfais,  vol.  vL  p.  83;  where  you  contract  with  a 
person  who  affects  to  act  for  another,  you  must  give  a  reasonable 
time  to  the  unnamed  principal  to  ratify  or  not,  as  he  thinks  fit. 
As  to  Mr.  Lafiamme^ 8  authority  as  avoeai  et  proeureur,  apart  from 
a  special  mandate,  to  bind  the  Appellant,  the  authority  of  counsel 
in  this  country  was  discussed  in  Smnfen  v.  Swinfen  (3).  Whoever 
has  the  conduct  of  a  case  in  Court  has  authority,  ex  necemtate  ret, 
to  bind  his  client  by  a  compromise  within  the  limits  of  the  suit : 
Slory  on  Agency,  p.  20,  Art.  24,  n. ;  BunCs  Eccl.  Law,  plac.  4, 

(1)  4  Low.  Can.  Jur.  449.  (3)  26  L.  J.  (C.P.)  303  (1856);  26 

(2)  9  Hare,  65.  L.  J.  (C.P.)  97  (1857). 
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J.  C.        ISIst  canon,  tit.  "  Advocate.*'    The  Code  Napoleon  restrains  the 

1875       procureur*8  authority:  DdUoZf  Qiniral  Jurisp.  tit.  ^^Desaveu;** 

K^       sect.  92;  Merlin^  Qaestum  de  Droit,  tit  '^DSsaveu,*"   "Desaveu 

PnreoNRAui/r.  ^^'^o^'*     See  Canada  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  "  Disavowal," 

sects.  192,  199.     As  to  the  necessity  for  an  express  authority 

in  writing,  see  Civil  Code,  Arts.  1233, 1730;  Merlin^s  Bepertoire  de 
Jw.  ''Mandatf'  Trophngi's  Droit  CivU  explique,  vol.  xvi.  "Da 
JMan&rf,"  101, 102. 

Secondly.  Was  this  "transaction"  signed  under  circumstances 
which  prevent  the  Court  from  enforcing  it.  The  Bespondent  had 
failed  to  prove  that  he  signed  under  any  surprise,  or  because  of 
any  misrepresentation,  or  under  any  error  of  fact  or  of  law: 
AUwood  V.  8maU  (1). 

For  authorities  as  to  the  binding  effect  of  this  "  transaction,"  see 
Canada  Civil  Code,  sects.  1920,  1921;  Troplong's  DroU  CivU 
expliquS,  voL  xvii.  p.  651,  sect  135,  tit.  "  Dee  Transactions.'' 

Mr.  Bompas,  and  Mr.  Kendm  Digby,  for  the  Bespondent : — 

There  is  no  legal  evidence  of  Mr.  Lajlamme's  authority  to  bind 
his  client ;  the  want  of  it  was  insisted  upon  from  the  first  As 
to  the  implied  authority  of  an  attorney,  it  is  limited  strictly 
to  taking  steps  in  the  suit.  See  CivU  Code,  sect.  1703.  See 
QvyoPs  BSpertoire  de  Juris,  vol.  xvii.  p.  235,  tit.  **  Transaction ;'' 
DaHoz,  OSn.  Jur.  tU.  "  Transaction''  Art.  4^  sect  57 ;  Pigeau,  Pr. 
Civ.  vol.  i  p.  359.  Upon  the  question  of  proof  of  the  alleged 
authority,  Litae  v.  McKeon  (2)  shews  that  it  is  not  an  approved 
course  in  Canada  to  call  an  attorney  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  his 
client;  so  that  no  inference  can  be  drawn  against  the  Appellant 
from  his  advocates  not  having  been  called  to  shew  that  they  were 
misled.  And  as  a  general  principle  no  evidence  of  the  alleged 
authority  is  admissible  unless  it  be  in  writing.  See  Pothier's 
''Mandat,"  I.  sect  3,  Arts.  29,  30;  Guyot,  ''Mandat;'  p.  233; 
Merlin's  Eep.  tU.  ''MandaJl;'  Troplong,  ^'Mandat;"  De  MaJart  v. 
Martin;  DaBoz,  Jurisp.  Gen.  (1860),  p.  114. 

This  '*  transaction  "  was  not  a  final  contract  until  confirmed  by 
the  Court    It  was  subject,  moreover,  to  a  revocation,  and  was 

(1)  6  CI.  &  P.  447;  Bee  judgment         (2)  3  Kev.  de  Jur.  p.  366. 
of  Lord  Brougham. 
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fevoked  by  the  Bespondent  before  it  was  so  confirmed.  Even  if  j.  0. 
Laflamme  had  authority  to  bind  his  client,  subject  to  his  ratifica-  1875 
tLon,  still  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  during  which  the  Appel-  £^ 
lant  failed  to  ratify  it,  and  thereupon  the  Bespondent  was  at  liberty  p      ^' 

to  revoke  his  consent,  which  he  elected  to  do.    See  Pothier,  Traite        

des  OUig.  sect.  801 ;  1  Piffeau,  p.  359.  As  to  the  invalidity  of 
the  transaction,  see  DaUoz^  Juris.  Oenerdlf  tit.  ^  TransactianSy*'  155 ; 
Blory*8  Equity  Jurisp.  art.  131. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  replied.  He  referred  to  Trophng,  ''Mandaty" 
i»ct295;  Beavbien,Tr.de3  Lois  Civ.  duBas-OatMdOy^^AS;  Piffeau, 
voL  i.  p.  348;  Triffffe  v.  LavaJUe  (1);  Troplonff,  "  TransacHms" 
p.  651 ;  Lucy's  Case  (2). 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by  1875 

Sib  Robert  P.  Collier  : —  Mwr6h% 

In  order  to  make  this  case  intelligible  a  short  narrative  is 
necessary.  General  Napier  Christie  Burton^  who  possessed  pro- 
perty in  England  and  in  Lower  Canada^  made  his  will  on  the  20th 
of  December,  1834,  the  provisions  of  which  material  to  the  cause 
are  as  follows : — ^He  gave  and  bequeathed  the  lease  of  the  house  in 
£n^2afuZ,  in  which  he  then  resided,  and  all  his  household  furniture, 
plate,  &c.,  and  all  his  other  effects,  together  with  all  cash  in  the 
house  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  together  with  all  moneys  due  to 
to  him,  in  his  own  right,  as  well  as  representative  and  heir-at-law 
of  his  late  father  General  Qahriel  Christie  Burton,  to  three  trustees 
{George  Burton  Hamilton  and  William  Henry  King^  gentlemen 
residing  in  England,  and  Edm^  Henry,  described  as  of  La  Prairie, 
near  Montreal,  Lower  Canada)  in  trust  for  investing  the  moneys 
collected  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  furniture,  &c.,  in 
Government  stocks,  and  accumulating  such  stocks  and  dividends, 
''  imti],"  in  the  words  of  the  will,  '*  Christiana  Harmar,  the  only 
child  of  my  natural  daughter,  Mary  Harmar,  shall  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  or  day  of  marriage,  whichever  shall  first 
happen,  and  then  I  do  direct  my  said  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or 
survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors  of  the  survivor,  to  assign  and 
transfer  the  whole  of  such  accumulated  principal  fund  or  stock, 
(1)  13  Low.  Can.  Rep.  132.  (2)  4  D.  M.  &  G.  356. 
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J.  c.  ftud  all  dividends  thereoD,  unto  the  said  Christiana  Harmar  for 

1875  her  absolute  use  and  benefit  .  .  .  •  but  in  case  the  said  Chmtiana 

^^  Harmar  should  die  before  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 

V*  or  beine  married,  or  the  transfer  of  the  accumulated  stock  being 

PnTSOSXAULT  C3  '  v» 

'  made  to  her,  then  I  do  give  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  Henry 

John  Siyring  King^  the  eldest  son  of  the  said  William  Henry  King, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  absolutely  for  his  or  their 
use  and  benefit^"  and  he  directed  his  trustees  to  assign  the  same 
accordingly. 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  he  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
his  estate  and  effects  to  Christiana  Harmar  absolutely  on  her 
attaining  tbe  age  of  twenty-one  years,  but  in  the  event  of  her  dying 
under  age  to  Henry  John  Siyring  King. 

By  a  codicil  dated  the  23rd  of  December,  1834,  he  directed 
Edme  Henry  to  sell  his  dwelling-house  and  land  adjoining  in  Lower 
Canada,  to  deduct  out  of  the  purchase-money  all  that  might  be  due 
to  Henry  for  the  expenses  of  the  sale,  and  his  trouble  in  collecting 
the  rents  of  the  house  and  of  the  real  estates  and  seigniories  of  the 
testator  in  Canada,  and  then  to  pay  over  to  the  other  trustees 
"  the  balance  of  such  purchase-money,  and  of  all  other  moneys 
and  rents  due  to  me  which  have  or  may  come  into  the  hands  of 
the  said  EdniS  Henry  or  his  heirs  in  manner  aforesaid,  in  order 
that  the  balance  may  be  invested  in  Government  stock  in  England, 
upon  and  for  the  same  trusts  and  persons  to  whom  I  have  in 
the  said  will  bequeathed  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate  and 
effects." 

The  testator  died  in  January,  1835. 

Christiana  Harmar  died  in  April,  1847,  at  the  age  of  twenty-two 
years,  unmarried. 

On  the  31st  of  December,  1839,  Edme  Henry,  the  Canadian 
executor,  with  the  consent  of  his  English  co-executors,  sold,  by 
deed  of  that  date,  to  Pinsaneault,  the  Defendant,  a  relative  of  his» 
the  uncollected  rents  of  the  seigniories  of  the  testator  in  Canada  for 
a  sum  of  £1999. 

On  the  18th  of  December,  1869,  nearly  thirty  years  after  the 
above-mentioned  transaction,  Henry  John  Styring  King  filed  a 
declaration  in  an  action  against  Pinsoneavlt  and  Oeorge  Burton 
Hamilton,  the  last  surviving  executor  and  trustee  of  the  testator,. 
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in  which  he  set  out  the  will  without  the  codicil,  averred  that       J.  C. 
Chrisiiana  Harmar  had  died  under  age  and  unmarried,  and  before        1875 
any  transfer  to  her ;  that  Edme  Henry  had  fraudulently  concealed       kihg 
from  his  co-executors  the  amount  of  the  uncollected  rents  due  to  p,j,go^j^uLT 
the  testator,  which  amounted  to  £60,000  ;  that  by  false  represen-        — 
tations  of  Henry  and  Pinsaneault  the  other  executors  were  induced 
to  agree  to  the  sale  to  Pinsoneavlt ;  he  prayed  that  the  deed  of 
the  31st  of  December,  1839,  should  be  cancelled,  that  Finsoneautt 
should  account  for  all  the  arrears  with  interest  and  profits,  or  in 
default  should  pay  to  him  $480,000.     On  the  filing  of  the  declara- 
tion a  burial  certificate  was  fled  with  it,  wherein  it  is  stated 
that  at  the  time  of  her  death  Miss  Harmar  was  aged  twenty- 
two. 

This  action  was  brought  when  the  Defendant  and  his  family 
were  in  Europe^  intending  to  take  a  lengthened  tour.  The  state- 
ment that  Miss  Harmar  died  under  age  is  admitted  by  Mr. 
Laflamms^  the  advocate  and  attorney  of  the  Plaintiff,  to  have  been 
false  to  his  knowledge,  and  inserted  in  the  declaration  by  him  to 
prevent  its  being  demurrable.  If  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  sue,  as  it 
is  now  contended  for,  had  been  stated,  viz.,  that  notwithstanding 
Miss  Harmar  attained  her  majority,  nevertheless  the  gift  over  to 
the  Plaintiff  took  effect  because  no  transfer  had  actually  been  made 
to  her,  the  declaration  might  have  been  met  by  a  demurrer,  upon 
the  argument  of  which  the  Plaintifi^s  right  to  sue  could  have  been 
decided  without  an  enquHe  being  necessary  if  the  decision  had  been 
against  him,  and  the  Defendant's  presence  in  Canada  might  not 
have  been  required.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  object  of  this 
false  statement  was  to  compel  the  Plaintiff's  return  to  Canada^  to 
work  on  his  fears  by  the  prospect  of  an  inquiry  into  transactions 
thirty  years  old,  and  to  drive  him  to  a  compromise.  Be  this  as  it 
majr,  Mr.  PinsoneauU  when  he  heard  of  the  action  hastened  to 
Canada,  and  arrived  at  Montreal  on  the  25th  of  May,  1870.  Com- 
munications took  place  between  his  legal  advisers  and  those  of 
the  Plaintiff,  in  the  course  of  which  a  proposition  for  settling  the 
action  for  $30,000  was  discussed.  Mr.  Ptnsoneauli,  however,  states 
that  on  Saturday,  the  4th  of  June,  he  had  determined  to  plead  to 
the  action,  and  had  given  instructions  for  that  purpose.  On  that 
same  4th  of  June  Mr.  Laflamme  obtained  a  foreclosure  of  the 
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J.  c.  pleadings  in  the  suit    The  Defendant,  probably  more  alarmed 

1875  than  be  need  have  been  at  this  procedure,  went  to  Mr.  Laflamme 

^^  (who  had  been  a  personal  friend  of  his)  on  the  Sunday  morning 

-, *•  without  consulting  his  attorney  or  counsel,  and  in  the  course  of 

—  the  day  the  following  document  was  drawn  up  by  Mr.  Laflamme : — 

,    **Senry  J.  8.  King^  Plaintiff,  and  Alfred  Pinsoneaulty  Defendant. 

**  Memorandum. 

*^  It  is  agreed  that  this  case  is  to  be  settled  upon  the  following 
terms,  viz. : — 

"  1.  The  Defendant  is  to  pay  Ijj  the  Plaintiff  $30,000  in  faU 
settlement  of  the  action,  which  is  to  be  at  once  desisted  from,  the 
Defendant  paying  costs  to  the  amount  of  $50. 

''  2.  Of  the  above  sum  of  $30,000,  $15,000  shall  be  paid  im- 
mediately, and  the  remaining  $15,000  shall  be  invested  in  hy- 
potheques,  or  other  approved  securities,  in  the  joint  names  of 
E.  Cotii  and  Thomas  W.  Biiehie^  Esquires,  in  trust  to  pay  the 
interest  upon  such  investment  during  the  period  extending  from 
this  date  to  the  31st  of  December,  1877,  to  the  Plaintiff,  at  the 
rate  of  5  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  semi-annually,  and  to 
transfer  the  capital  to  him  (the  Plaintiff)  or  his  representatives  at 
the  expiration  of  that  time,  provided  no  action  shall  have  been 
brought  by  the  representatives  of  the  late  Christiana  Harmar  against 
Mr.  Pinsoneatdt  or  his  representatives  for  or  in  respect  of  any  of 
the  rents,  moneys,  or  matters  or  things  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion of  this  cause,  or  under  and  in  virtue  of  the  will  of  the  late 
General  Christie  ;  and  provided  any  such  action  has  been  brought 
that  it  shall  have  been  finally  dismissed  or  disposed  of;  and  if  any 
such  action  is  instituted,  then  Mr.  FinsoneavU  shall  pay  the  interest 
of  5  per  cent  to  the  said  trustees,  who  shall  deposit  the  same  under 
the  above  trust  to  await  the  final  decision  of  this  action. 

^  3.  If  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  time  (on  the  31st  of  December, 
1877)  such  an  action  shall  be  pending,  the  capital  shall  only  be 
paid  upon  the  same  being  finally  dismissed. 

'^  4.  If  such  action  shall  be  brought  within  the  said  period  of 
seven  years,  and  shall  be  finally  decided  against  Mr.  Finsoneavlt^ 
the  investment  of  the  said  sum  of  $15,000  shall  be  transferred  to 
Mr.  PinwiheauU^  together  with  the  interest  added  thereto. 
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''  5.  If  Mr.  PimaneauU  prefers  it,  the  sum  of  $15,000  may  be  J.  a 
deposited  in  any  chartered  bank  of  this  city  selected  by  him,  in  the  i875 
names  of  Mr.  CoiiS  and  Mr.  BUehie,  subject  to  the  foregoing  trust.        ^!^ 

V, 

'^MarUrecdy  June  4, 1870."  Pinsombaum. 

"(Signed)    Alfred  PinaoneauU. 
"jB.  Laflamme. 

**  Attorney  for  the  said  J.  8.  King^ 

This  agreement^  which,  m  the  language  of  the  Canadian  law,  is 
termed  a  **  transaction,"  though  made  on  the  5th  of  June,  is  dated 
on  the  4th.  Mr.  Laflamtne,  after  the  signing  of  the  agreement, 
gave  the  Defendant  a  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Cassidy,  his  counsel 
and  attorney,  to  the  effect  that  the  cause  was  stayed  and  the  fore- 
dosnre  removed  '*juaqu*d  nouvd  avis'*     i 

Mr.  Laflamme  deposes  that  he  had  authority  from  the  Plaintiff 
to  enter  into  this  agreement,  and  that  he  so  informed  the  De- 
fendant; and  it  is  manifest  that  the  Defendant  at  the  time 
supposed  that  he  had  such  authority. 

On  the  next  day  the  Defendant's  legal  advisers  satisfied  him 
that  the  agreement  he  had  made  was  an  improvident  one,  and 
intimated  their  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action. 

On  the  lOih  of  June  the  Defendant  executed  a  notarial  instru- 
ment revoking  the  agreement  on  the  ground  (among  others)  that 
it  had  not  been  accepted  by  the  Plaintiff,  which  instrument  was 
served  on  that  day  on  Mr.  Laflamme. 

On  the  11th  of  June  the  Plaintiff  wrote  and  sent  a  letter  to  the 
Defendant,  notifying  that  he  was  prepared  to  carry  ont  the  agree- 
ment and  to  desist  from  the  action  on  the  pajrment  of  the  $30,000 
as  therein  provided. 

From  this  time  the  Plaintiff  attempted  to  enforce  the  com- 
promise, and  the  Defendant  to  resist  its  enforcement,  by  all  means 
in  their  power. 

The  Defendant  sought  to  put  in  pleas  to  the  action,  and  suc- 
ceeded in  spite  of  the  Plaintiff's  opposition  on  the  ground  of  the 
settlement. 

The  Plaintiff  prayed  for  judgment  in  the  action  in  the  terms  of 
the  compromise,  but  this  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  De- 
fendant had  been  admitted  to  plead. 

In  January,  1871,  the  Plaintiff  commenced  a  fresh  action  on  the 
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J.  C.       agreement  or  "  transaction  "  of  the  5th  of  June,  1870,  averring 
1875       hiB  own  readiness  to. perform  it,  and  offering  to  perform  it,  and 
King       praying  that  the  Defendant  might  be  compelled  to  perform  it. 
FiHsoKiAULT.  ^^  action  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  present  appeal. 

—  The  main  grounds  of  defence  raised  by  the  pleas  to  the  action 

were  in  substance — 

1.  That  the  action  was  not  maintainable  during  the  pendency 
of  the  original  action,  because  they  were  for  substantially  the  same 
cause ;  or,  if  that  were  not  so,  that  the  discontinuance  of  the  first 
action  was  a  condition  precedent,  under  the  ^'  transaction,"  to  the 
bringing  of  the  second. 

2.  That  the  proceedings  by  which  the  Defendant  had  been 
admitted  to  plead  in  the  original  action,  and  the  motion  of  the 
Plaintiff  for  judgment  in  terms  of  the  compromise  had  been  re- 
jected, were,  in  effect,  a  judgment  adverse  to  the  Plaintiff's  right 
to  enforce  the  "  transaction." 

3.  That  the  '^  transaction  "  was  not  intended  to  be  final,  but  to 
be  conditional  on  its  ratification  by  the  Court. 

4.  That  Mr.  Lajlamme  had  not  authority  to  make  it. 

5.  That  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  be  relieved  from  it  on 
the  ground  of  mistake  or  surprise  or  fraud. 

The  three  last,  with  some  other  grounds,  were  taken  by  the  same 
(the  third)  plea. 

These  questions  after  a  multiplicity  of  pleadings  and  interlocu* 
tory  proceedings  which  it  is  needless  to  particularize  Airther,  came 
before  the  Superior  Court,  when  judgment  was  pronounced  by 
Mr.  Justice  Beaudry. 

That  judgment  is  to  the  effect  that  the  pendency  of  the  first 
suit  is  not  a  bar  to  the  maintenance  of  the  second,  and  that  the 
defence  in  the  nature  of  res  judicata  raised  by  the  second  plea  also 
failed,  but  that  the  suit  should  be  dismissed  on  the  ground  that 
Mr.  Lajlamme  had  not  sufficient  general  authority,  as  attorney  and 
counsel  in  the  case,  to  bind  his  client  by  the  agreement  in  questidH, 
and  that  no  special  authority  had  been  proved,  and  that  the  ratifi- 
cation by  the  Plaintiff  of  the  11th  of  June,  after  the  Defendant's 
repudiation  of  the  10th,  was  too  late. 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  that  Court  held — 

1.  That  the  second  action  was  not  maintainable  as  long  as  the 
first  was  pending. 
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2.  That  although  the  Plaiatiff  might  have  enforced  the  **  trans-  J.  0. 
action'*  in  the  first  action,  he  had  not  done  so  by  the  proper  1875 
pleading.  King 

The  reasons  of  this  judgment  are  thus  stated  by  Chief  Justice  pxssasmAvvr. 
Dvwd: —  — 

"I  express  no  opinion  on  the  validity  of  the  settlement  pleaded, 
bnt  I  hold  that  no  separate  action  can  be  brought  on  it  pending 
the  first  action  instituted.  King  ou^ht  to  have  discontinued  his 
first  action  brought,  before  instituting  the  present,  or  to  have 
pleaded  this  as  an  incident  to  the  first" 

The  Court  thereupon  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Court  be- 
low, but  not  for  the  reasons  therein  alleged,  ^reserying  liberty  to 
the  Defendant  to  resort  to  any  means  he  may  be  advised  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  in  force  the  transaction." 

In  giving  this  judgment  the  Court  was  far  from  being  unani- 
mous. 

Judges  Tcuehereau  and  Monk  dissent  from  it,  holding  that  the 
action  was  maintainable,  and  that  the  Plaintifis  were  entitled  to 
succeed  upon  the  merits.  The  judgment  is  that  of  Chief  Justice 
Dmaly  Judges  Polette  and  Badgley^  the  latter  of  whom,  though 
subscribing  to  the  judgment,  and  holding  that  the  action  was  not 
maintainable  pending  the  former  action,  doubts  whether  '*the 
transaction  "  was  not  properly  pleaded  in  the  first  action,  and,  ex- 
pressing a  regret^  in  which  their  Lordships  sympathize,  that  the 
Court  having  all  the  evidence  before  them  for  deciding  the  merits 
^ould  feel  themselves  unable  to  do  so,  gives  his  own  opinion  in 
favour  of  the  Defendant. 

Their  Lordships  concur  with  the  Superior  Court  and  with 
Judges  TaschereoM  and  Monk  that  the  pendency  of  the  first  actiDU 
was  not  a  bar  to  the  institution  of  the  second. 

The  actions  were  not  for  the  same  cause.  The  first  action  was 
brought  against  FimoneauU  and  Hamilion,  for  the  purpose  of 
settmg  aside  a  deed  of  1839,  and  obtaining  an  account  of  the  full 
amount  of  the  sums  received  by  PimoneavU  with  payment  thereof; 
or,  in  de&ult  of  such  account  and  payment,  for  damages.  The 
-second  action  was  brought  against  PinsoneauU  alone  to  enforce  an 
agreement  of  1^70,  and  not  only  to  obtain  payment  of  a  sum  of 
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J.  c.       money,  bat  to  enforce  the  settlement  of  another  sum  upon  trasta 

1S75        wholly  outside  of  and  collateral  to  the  first  action.    Nor  was  the 

^^Q       discontinuance  of  the  first  action  a  condition  precedent  under  the 

«•         agreement  to  enforcing  that  agreement  by  action.  The  performance 

by  the  parties  of  their  parts  of  the  agreement  respectively,  were, 

in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  concurrent  conditions,  and  this  being 
so,  it  was  suflScient  for  the  FlaintifiT  to  aver  in  his  declaration  that 
he  had  been  and  was  ready  and  willing,  and  that  he  offered  to 
perform  his  part,  viz.,  discontinuance  of  the  first  action  on  the 
Defendant  performing  his  part  of  the  agreement.  Their  Lordships 
are  further  of  opinion  that  he  has  taken  no  step  inconsistent  with 
this  arerment,  and  they  find  that  it  is  proyed  in  fact 

Although  the  forms  of  procedure  differ  iu  England  and  Canada, 
some  observations  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Turner  in  Askew  v.  Wd- 
linffton  (1)  are  applicable  in  principle  and  in  reason  to  the  present 
suit;  The  Yice-Chancellor  observed  that  some  cases  which  he 
referred  to  *'  appear  to  establish  that  at  least  in  cases  where  the 
compromise  goes  beyond  the  ordinary  range  of  the  Court  in  the 
existing  suit,  and  the  right  to  enforce  the  agreement  in  that  suit 
is  disputed,  the  proper  course  of  proceeding  for  enforcing  it  is  bj 
bill  for  specific  performance,  and  not  by  motion  or  petition  in  the 
original  suit  to  stay  the  proceedings,  and  I  think  that,  dfortiori^ 
this  must  be  the  case  where  the  agreement  itself  is  disputed."  It 
may  be  collected  that  the  putting  an  end  to  the  original  suit  in 
that  case  was  not  deemed  a  condition  precedent  to  instituting  the 
second. 

It  becomes,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  or  not  the 
Plaintiff  could  have  enforced  the  "  transaction  "  in  the  first  action, 
or  whether,  if  he  could,  he  has  taken  the  proper  steps  for  doing 
so. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  were  wrong  in  declining  to  give  judgment  on  the 
validity  of  "  the  transaction ;"  it  becomes,  therefore,  their  Lord- 
ships' duty  to  determine  this  question,  and  to  give  the  judgment 
which  ought  to  have  been  given  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

The  objection  that  the  ^  transaction "  was  not  intended  to  be 
final,  but  was  subject  to  some  act  of  confirmation  by  the  Court,  is 

(1)  9  Hare,  65. 
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not  noticed  by  Mr.  Jostice  Beaudry^  who  seems  to  Lave  thought  J.c. 
his  finding  on  the  want  of  authority  sufficient  to  establish  the  1875 
third  plea  and  to  dispose  of  the  suit.  Their  Lordships  have  no  Kara 
doubt  that  it  was  intended  to  be  finaL  PnworaAiJLT. 

The  next  important  question  that  arises  is  whether  or  not  Mr.        

Laflamme  had  authority  to  bind  his  client  by  it. 

This  question  again  divides  itself  into  two : — 

1.  Had  Mr.  Laflamme  such  authority  by  reason  of  his  being 
counsel  and  attorney  (avocai  and  avoue)  in  the  case  ? 

2.  If  not,  had  he  express  authority  from  the  Plaintiff? 

Their  Lordships  do  not  consider  it  necessary  or  desirable  for  the 
determination  of  the  first  of  these  questions,  to  inquire  into  the 
extent  of  the  authority  to  settle  causes  of  counsel,  attorneys,  or 
proctors  in  this  country,  founded,  as  it  is,  upon  laws  and  customs 
in  a  great  degree  peculiar  to  ourselves.  The  law  on  this  subject 
must  be  looked  for  in  the  Canadian  Code,  interpreted,  if  its  pro* 
visions  are  obscure,  by  the  aid  of  what  light  can  be  thrown  upon 
them  by  the  French  law. 

Mr.  Justice  Badffley,  in  his  learned  judgment,  intimates  an 
opinion  (as  their  Lordships  understand  him)  that  the  '*  trans- 
action *'  was  invalid  because  it  was  not  given  effect  to  by  a  ^^juffe- 
merU  d^expedient/'  and  in  support  of  this  view  he  quotes  the 
following  passage  from  Pipedu  {ProcSdnre  OivUe^  vol.  i.  pp.  9  and 
359):— 

I  "  Onpeut  transiger  en  justice  en  passant  un  jugemerd  de  concert 
qui  ordanne  ce  dont  Us  parties  sont  eonvenues  ;  eda  se  fait  tres-frS- 
quemment  au  Chdtelet  de  Paris  ou  Ton  appelle  cette  vaie  eocpedient 
On  dresse  le  dispositif  du  jugement  sur  papier  ordinaire,  les  proeu^ 
reurs  le  signent  et  lefont  signer  a  leurs  eliens,  lorsqu'ils  n'ont  pas  de 
pouvoir  de  ceux-ci,  et  ne  vetJent  pas  prendre  sur  eux  de  signer  sans 
pouvoir,  a  cause  de  Timporiance  de  XaffaireV 

The ''  transaction  "  by  '*  jugement  d^eapedient^  with  its  formalities, 
which  was  only  one  form  of  '^  transaction  "  according  to  the  French 
law,  has  not  been  adopted  or  recognised  in  the  Canadian  Code, 
which  does  not  require  that  a  **  transaction ''  shall  be  in  any  par- 
ticular form,  even  if  it  consists  in  assenting  to  a  judgment.  The 
passage  from  Pigeau,  however,  is  not  unimportant  as  bearing  on 
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J.  c.       the  general  authority  of  proeureurs — for  if  they  have  not  autho- 
1875        rity  to  consent  to  a  judgment,  it  may  be  argued  that  they  cannot 
KiKo       have  the  power  to  settle  a  cause,  and  to  abandon  or  compromise 
PrBBoiraiAULT.  *^®  rights  of  their  clients  without  one. 

—  Mr.  Laflamme  was  both  ^'avoecU'^  and  **avoue.''    It  does  not 

appear,  however,  that  the  law  gives  him  any  greater  authority  ia 
his  former  than  he  had  in  his  latter  capacity.  If  he  had  any 
power  analogous  to  that  of  a  counsel  in  England,  to  settle  a  cause 
^*  in  Court,"  it  is  enough  to  say  that  it  was  not  this  power  which 
he  exercised ;  his  power  was  merely  that  of  an  "  avaue" 

No  French  authority  has  been  cited  which  goes  the  length  of 
asserting  that  an  ^^wvouS^  has  a  general  power  to  bind  his  client 
by  a  **  transaction  "  such  as  the  present,  and  some  French  autho- 
rities have  been  cited  which  it  is  contended  establish  the  negative 
of  this  proposition. 

Much  reliance  has  been  placed  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant 
on  a  passage  from  DdUoz^s  BSpertoire  de  Juriqmtdenee  (''  Transac- 
tion," Art  4,  s.  57),  which  runs  thus : — 

'*  Un  mandataire  Ort-U  le  droit  de  iransiger  au  nom  de  son  vian- 
dant  f  La  nSgaiive  rSstilte  dairemeni  de  VArtide  1988,  Code  Nap., 
a  motns  que  la  procuration  ne  con/ere  expressemeni  ce  powmr  au 
mandataire,  Le  mandataire  chargipour  una  seule  affaire  ne  pent 
traneiger  sane  un  pouvoir  expres*^ 

Article!  1988  of  the  Code  Napoleon  is  almost  identical  with 
Article  1703  of  the  Canadian  Code,  which  is  in  these  terms : — 

'^  The  mandate  may  be  either  special  for  a  particular  business, 
or  general  for  all  the  affairs  of  the  mandator.  When  general  it 
includes  only  acts  of  administration.  For  the  purpose  of  alien- 
ation or  hypothecation,  and  for  all  acts  of  ownership  other  than 
acts  of  administration,  the  mandate  must  be  express." 

It  has  been  argued  that  if  the  inability  declared  by  the  French 
Code  to  alienate  and  hypothecate  without  express  powers  carried 
with  it  the  inability  to  "  transact,"  the  same  words  in  the  Canadian 
Code  must  have  the  same  effect. 

The  Plaintiff  seeks  to  explain  this  passage  as  referring  only  to 
the  powers  of  ordinary  mandatories,  and  having  no  reference  to 
^  avouSs,"*  who  are  mandatories  with  extraordinary  and  exceptional 
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powers.    Ify  howeyer,  a  class  of  mandatories  so  well  known  do  J.  c. 

possess  this  exceptional  power,  the  omission  of  all  notice  of  it  in  1875 

the  place  where  notice  of  it  would  hare  been  appropriate,  or,  ku^^ 
indeed,  in  any  part  of  the  exhaustive  treatise  of  DaUoz  concerning  p„Bo^t7LT 

**  Transactions  "  is  not  a  little  remarkable.  — -* 

The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  other  books  of  authority. 

In  Ouyoi's  Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence  (vol.  xyii.  *^  Trangaction/' 
p.  235),  this  is  said : — 

"  Vn  procureur  cm  mandataire  pevi-^l  iransiger  au  nom  de  «m 
eommettant?  11  le  pent  sans  difficuUe,  si  la  procuration  lui  e&t 
donnS  expressement  le  pouvoir ;  mais  dans  le  cos  contraire  tovie 
espeee  de  transaction  lui  est  interditeJ* 

The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  by  Troplong  (Droit  Civil  ex- 
pliquS,  8.  295),  and  by  other  writers  on  French  law,  without  the 
supposed  exception  being  ever  noticed. 

Undoubtedly  *^avoues"  possess  some  powers  beyond  those  of 
ordinary  mandatories  of  binding  their  principals,  unless  their  acts 
are  expressly  disavowed. 

This  subject  is  treated  of  at  some  length  in  DaUoz^s  Bipertoire 
de  Jurisprudencfi  Q*  DSsaveu*^  s.  3,  art.  25)  where  many  instances  of 
such  powers  are  given,  not,  however,  including  the  power  "to 
transact."  It  is  also  treated  more  succinctly  in  DaUozs  Diction^ 
naire  de  Jurisprudence,  tit,  ^Disaveu.**  It  is  there  said  that  in 
general  every  act  of  a  mandatory  is  void  which  exceeds  the  bounds 
of  his  mandate,  but  that  it  is  otherwise  with  mandatories  ad  litem, 
who  are  in  some  sense  oflScers  of  justice  representing  citizens 
before  the  tribunals  in  the  exercise  of  their  profession.  He  thus 
sums  up  the  law :  '^  En  effet^  jusqiih  disaveu  tout  acte  de  minislere 
de  Tavoue,  mandataire  ad  litem,  qudles  que  soient  les  consdquences 
qu*U  entrainCf  est  repute  fait  en  vertu  du  povA)oir  de  sa  partieJ* 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  full  effect  may  be  given  to 
the  meaning  of  these  expressions  by  treating  the  "  avouS  "  as  able 
to  bind  his  client  (until  "  ddsaveu  '*)  by  any  proceeding  in  the 
eamcy  though  taken  without  his  cUent's  authority,  or  even  in 
defiance  of  his  prohibition.  The  Plaintiff  is  assumed  to  have 
authorized  every  claim  made  on  his  behalf  in  the  declaration,  the 
Defendant  every  plea  pleaded  for  him ;  for  example,  a  plea  of  the 

ToL.  VL  3  T 
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J.  C.        Siaiule  of  LimitcUians,  or  a  plea  justifying  a  libel — though  he  may 

1875        have  prohibited  their  being  pleaded.    An  illustration  of  this  doc- 

Kmo       trine  is  afforded  in  the  present  case^  where  the  Plaintiff  must  be 

Pi]r0OHKAn.T.  ^^^  ^  ^^^  authorized  his  claim  being  based  on  a  false  state- 

— '       ment  of  the  age  at  which  Miss  Harmar  died,  although  he  may 

possibly  have  disapproved  of  it.    Such  would  appear  to  be  the 

yiew  taken  of  this  subject  by  the  framers  of  the  Canadian  Code  of 

Procedure,  Article  194  of  which  is  in  these  terms : — 

'^  A  disavowal  can  only  be  made  by  the  party  himself  or  his 
attorney,  under  a  special  power,  and  the  party  himself  most 
declare  that  he  did  not  authorize  the  ad  of  procedure  which  he 
repudiates.'' 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  to  enter  upon  an  agreement 
such  as  ''the  transaction"  in  question,  which  was  in  a  great 
measure  collateral  to  the  cause,  and  was  capable  of  being  made 
the  subject-matter  of  a  separate  suit,  cannot  be  properly  termed 
an  act  of  procedure  in  the  cause. 

Their  Lordships  have  not  discovered  in  the  Canadian  Codes  any 
provision  conferring  upon  " avouSs"  the  power  of  entering  into 
transactions  if  they  did  not  before  possess  it.  The  subject  of 
"  mandate  "  is  treated  of  under  the  8th  title  in  five  chapters. 

Article  1703,  which  has  been  above  referred  to,  applied  to  all 
mandatories  general  and  special. 

Article  1704  is  in  these  terms : — 

<'  The  mandatory  can  do  nothing  beyond  the  authority  given  or 
implied  by  the  mandate.  He  may  do  all  acts  which  are  incidental 
to  such  authority  and  necessary  for  the  execution  of  the  mandate., 

And  the  application  of  this  rule  to  professional  men  of  various 
classes,  including  **  avouis,**  is  provided  for  by  Article  1705 : — 

'*  Powers  granted  to  persons  of  a  certain  profession  or  calling  to 
do  anything  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  which  they 
follow  need  not  be  specified,  they  are  inferred  from  the  nature  of 
such  profession  or  calling." 

The  only  mention  of  ^avou6s'^  in  the  chapter  is  contained  in 
Article  1732:— 

"  Advocates,  attorneys,  and  notaries  are  subject  to  the  general 
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rules  oontained  in  this  title  ("  matidat ")  in  so  far  as  they  can  be  J.  0. 
made  to  apply.  The  profession  of  advocate  and  attorney  is  regu-  1875 
lated  by  the  provisions  contained  in  an  Act  intitnled  'An  Act  kuq 
lespecting  the  Bar  of  Lotoer  Canada/  *  Pmbomatot. 

It  has  been  admitted  that  the  power  contended  for  is  not  to  be       """^ 
foond  in  this  Act. 

There  are  nine  Airticles  in  the  Code  nnder  the  head  ''trans- 
actiony"*  none  of  which  appear  to  have  any  material  bearing  on  the 
subject  now  nnder  discassion. 

It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  framers  of 
the  Code  to  invest ''  avoeata  '*  or  *'  awntSs  "  with  any  new  or  excep- 
-tional  powers,  bnt  rather  to  apply  to  them  the  general  law  with 
•respect  to  mandatories  as  far  as  it  was  applicable. 

In  their  Lordships'  opinion  Mr.  Laflamme  had  not  authority,  by 
reason  of  his  being  "avocat*'  and  ^avotU^*  to  bind  his  client 
by  this  "  transaction." 

If  this  be  so,  the  next  question  is,  whether  any  special  autho- 
•rity  to  make  this  ^transaction"  has  been  proved?  It  has  been 
admitted  that  such  special  authority  need  not  have  been  in 
irriting. 

The  evidence  relied  upon  by  the  Plaintiff  on  this  subject  is  to 
*be  found  in  an  affidavit  made  by  Mr.  Laflamme  in  the  original 
suit,  which  may  be  referred  to,  inasmuch  as  it  has  been  put 
in  evidence  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  which  Mr.  Laflamme  states: — 
^' The  Defendant  then  and  there  signed  the  same''  (the  transac- 
tion), *'  together  with  this  deponent,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff, 
hy  wham  lie  ivas  fully  authorized^  AjcA  in  his  deposition  as  a 
witness  for  the  Defendant,  "  Je  lui  die  alors  ce  que  mon  client  can- 
seniiraU  a  aceepiery  que  fitais  autoriee  a  righr  mr  ces  hoses''  No 
questions  were  put  to  Mr.  Laflamme  by  the  Plaintiff. 

In  their  Lordships'  opinion  these  allegations  are  consistent  with 
a  belief  which  Mr.  Laflamme  may  have  bond  flde  entertained,  that 
his  character  of  ^'avouS**  gave  him  authority  to  conclude  the 
**  transaction."  Mr.  Laflamme  must  have  been  aware  of  the  im- 
portance to  his  client  of  proving  a  special  authorization,  and  if 
such  had  been  given,  he  might  and  probably  would  have  been 
called  by  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  it  Called  by  the  Defendant,  he 
might  still  have  proved  it  by  putting  in  the  written  authority,  if 
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J.  C.  the  authority  were  in  writing,  or,  if  it  were  given  by  a  verbal 
1875  commnnication,  by  stating  the  effect  of  that  communication,  and 
Knro  where  and  when  it  was  made.  But  Mr.  Lafiamme  makes  no 
PnrsoNEAULT  i^^iition  of  any  special  authority,  and  in  the  absence  of  such 
—        mention  their  Lordships  cannot  assume  it. 

There  being  no  evidence  of  special  authority,  it  becomes  un- 
necessary to  deal  with  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant, 
that,  although  the  special  authority  need  not  have  been  in  writing,, 
still  that  the  proof  of  it,  or,  at  all  events,  the  commencement  of 
proof,  must  have  been  in  writing,  and  that  no  such  commencement 
has  here  been  shewn. 

It  has  been  contended  further,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  that 
even  assuming  Mr.  Lafiamme  not  to  have  been  authorized,  still 
the  Defendant,  having  treated  him  as  authorized,  could  not  resile 
from  his  agreement,  until  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  for  the 
ratification  of  Mr.  Lafiamme's  act  by  his  principal ;  and,  in  support 
of  this  proposition,  a  passage  from  Tovllier  has  been  quoted.  It 
is  enough  to  say  that,  assuming  this  to  be  Canadian  law,  of  which 
their  Lordships  are  by  no  means  satisfied,  in  their  opinion  more 
than  a  reasonable  time  for  ratification  of  the  "  transaction  '*  by  the 
Plaintiff  had  elapsed  before  it  was  repudiated  by  the  Defendant. 

The  decision  which  their  Lordships  have  come  to  on  the  question 
of  authority  disposes  of  the  case.  It  therefore  becomes  unneces- 
sary to  determine  the  further  question  which  would  have  arisen 
had  their  decision  on  this  point  been  otherwise,  whether  the  De- 
fendant is  entitled  to  relief  from  the  agreement  on  the  ground  of 
mistake,  surprise,  or  fraud,  and  their  Lordships  are  spared  a  some- 
what painful  investigation  into  many  circumstances  which  it  has 
been  unnecessary  to  notice. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  reverse  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  except  so  far  as  it 
affirms  that  of  the  Superior  Court,  and  condemns  the  Appellant 
in  the  costs  of  the  appeal ;  and  to  direct  that  that  appeal  do- 
stand  dismissed  and  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  affirmed 
in  all  respects  with  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  BanJcen,  Ford,  dt  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Bischoff,  Bompas,  d  Co. 
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In  the   Matter  of  the  Companies   Act,  1864,  and   the       j.  a* 
Amending    Act,    1870-71,    and    op    the    TALISKEE       ists 
MINING  COMPANY,  LIMITED.  ^^^^^  16. 

THE  BANK  OP  SOUTH  AUSTRALIA     .    .    Appellants; 

AKD 

ABRAHAM  ABRAHAMS  AND  Othebs   .    .    .    Respondents: 

on  appeal  from  l^E  SUPREME  COURT  OF  SOUTH  AUSTRALIA. 
Power  of  Directors— Mortgage  of  Unpaid  Capital— Future  Coils, 

A  power  in  a  deed  of  settlement  of  a  joint  stock  company  authorizing  the 
directors  to  mortgage  or  charge  the  property  of  the  company,  does  not 
aathorisse  them  to  include  in  such  mortgage  or  charge  future  calls,  or,  in 
other  words,  the  unpaid  capital  of  the  company. 

Ex  parte  Stanley  (1)  approved. 

The  capital  not  paid  up  is,  according  to  the  usual  forms  of  deeds  of  settle- 
ment, only  suh  modo  the  property  of  the  company ;  a  precedent  condition  to 
the  absolute  proprietary  right  of  the  company  therein  being  the  due  making 
of  a  call  by  a  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors. 

\/N  the  13th  of  October,  1862,  a  joint  stock  company  called  the 
TaJisker  Mining  Company  was  formed  under  a  deed  of  settlement 
bearing  that  date.  This  deed  of  settlement  defined  the  objects  of 
the  company,  and  the  terms  according  to  which  its  afiairs  were 
to  be  carried  on,  and,  amongst  other  things,  by  clause  13  thereof 
empowered  a  special  general  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the 
company  *^  to  authorize  the  trustees  and  directors,  or  any  of  them, 
to  borrow  on  mortgage  or  charge  of  the  property  of  the  company, 
or  on  the  bonds,  debentures,  loan  notes,  or  promissory  notes  of  the 
<;ompany,  or  partly  on  some  and  partly  on  others  of  such  securities, 
or  any  other  securities  which  may  be  available,  and  which  the 
meeting  may  approve,  any  sum  or  sums,  so  that  no  sum  exceeding 
£3000  principal  money  be  due  at  any  one  time.  .  .  .  And  so  as 
DO  sum  or  sums  of  money  shall  be  borrowed  by  the  company  until 

*  Present : — Sib  Jaues  W.  Olvu^e,  The  Lord  Justice  James^  Sib  Barnes 
PiACOCK,  The  Lord  Justice  Mellibh,  and  Sib  Montague  E.  Smtth. 


(1)  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  407 ;  S.  C.  33  L.  T.  536. 
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J.  0.'      the  whole  of  the  calls  (if  any)  made  by  virtue  of  these  presents. 

1875        shall  be  paid  np ;"  and  "  to  amend,  add  to,  or  repeal  all  or  any 
Bi^oF     ^f  *^®  clauses  or  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  com-^ 

Sooth  p^ny  which  may  be  in  force  for  the  time  being,  and  otherwise  to 
V.  alter  the  constitution  of  the  company  as  may  be  thought  proper: 
provided  always,  that  every  alteration  in  or  addition  to  the  deed 
of  settlement  effected  under  this  power  shall  be  embodied  (at  any 
time  or  times  after  the  same  have  been  effected)  in  a  supplemental 
deed  or  supplemental  deeds  of  settlement,  which  shall  be  executed 
by  the  chairman  of  the  meeting,  and  shall  thereupon  become 
binding  and  conclusive  on  all  the  shareholders." 

By  a  supplemental  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  company,, 
dated  the  10th  of  April,  1865,  duly  executed  in  pursuance  of  the 
resolutions  in  that  behalf  of  two  previous  special  general  meetings 
of  the  shareholders,  it  was  declared  that  the  capital  of  the 
TdliaJcer  Mining  Company  should  thenceforth  be  £30,000  instead 
of  £6000  as  theretofore,  and  that  the  amount  payable  on  each 
share  should  thenceforth  be  £10  instead  of  £2,  and  that  the 
Talisker  Mining  Company  should  be  limited  by  shares,  and  should 
be  forthwith  brought  under  ''  the  {South  Australia)  Companies  Act, 
1864."  And  it  was  further  declared  as  follows : — "  That  the  power 
to  borrow  money,  contained  in  the  hereinbefore  recited  deed  of 
settlement  (being  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  13th  of  October, 
1862),  shall  be  extended  from  £3000,  as  at  present,  to  £10,000, 
and  that  such  parts  of  the  said  deed  of  settlement  as  prevent  such 
borrowing  until  the  whole  of  the  calls  made  shall  be  paid  up  shall 
be  and  the  same  are  hereby  repealed.*' 

The  Talisker  Mining  Company  was  accordingly,  on  the  27th  of 
April,  1865,  duly  registered  under  the  provisions  in  that  behalf  of 
the  said  Companies  Act,  1864,  as  a  company  limited  by  shares,  by 
the  name  of  the  "  Talisker  Mining  Company,  Limited,*'  and  is  here- 
inafter  called  "  the  company." 

On  the  1st  of  August,  1865,  the  company  duly  issued  129  deben- 
tures of  £25  each,  and  assigned  to  loan  trustees  for  securing  the 
same  ''  all  those  the  unpaid  calls  on  3000  shares  in  the  company 
as  and  when  the  same  should  become  payable." 

By  a  supplemental  deed  of  settlement  dated  the  5th  of  March,^ 
1867,  the  former  deeds  were  altered  so  as  to  increase  the  borrow- 
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ing  poweis  of  the  company  to  a  sum  of  £15,000,  including  all       J.  0. 
sums  already  borrowed.  1875 

On  the  Ist  of  Angnst,  1867,  the  company  duly  issued  165  fresh  bjmop 
debentures  of  £25  each,  whereof  129  were  delivered  to  the  holders  aJ^^ta 
of  the  former  debentures  in  cancelment  of  the  same,  and  the 
remainder  to  persons  advancing  the  sum  of  £25  in  respect  of 
each  debentnra  A  new  indenture  was  also  executed  on  that 
day  of  the  like  effect  as  the  deed  dated  the  Ist  of  August,  1865. 

By  a  further  deed  of  settlement  dated  the  17th  of  July,  1869,  it 
was  provided  **  that  the  capital  of  the  company  shall  henceforth  be 
£40,000  instead  of  £30,000  as  heretofore ;  that  the  number  of 
shares  in  the  said  company  shall  henceforth  be  10,000  shares  in« 
stead  of  3000  as  heretofore;  that  the  amount  payable  on  each 
share  shall  henceforth  be  £4  instead  of  £10  as  heretofore." 

On  the  1st  of  August,  1871,  the  company  having  paid  off  34 
oQt  of  the  165  debenture-holders  mentioned  above,  duly  issued 
136  fresh  debentures  of  £25  each,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the 
remaining  holders  of  the  previous  debentures  in  cancelment  thereof, 
and  in  satisfaction  of  the  arrears  of  interest  due  thereon. 
y  The  due  payment  of  the  said  136  debentures  and  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  £10  per  cent,  per  annum,  on  the  1st  of 
February,  1872,  were  secured  by  an  indenture  dated  the  29th  of 
August,  1871,  and  made  between  the  company  of  the  first  part, 
the  then  directors  of  the  company  of  the  second  part,  and  the  Be- 
spondents  BreakeU  and  Gordon  of  the  third  part,  whereby  the 
company  (with  the  concurrence  of  the  directors)  assigned  unto  the 
Bespondents  all  those  the  unpaid  calls  on  10,000  shares  in  the 
company  as  and  when  the  same  should  become  payable,  and 
whether  such  calls  had  already  been  made  or  not,  with  full  power 
and  authority  to  and  for  the  Bespondents,  or  the  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  their  or  his 
assigns,  to  ask,  demand,  sue  for,  recover  and  receive,  and  to  give 
effectual  receipts  and  discharges  for  the  same  either  in  their  or 
his  own  names  or  name,  or  in  the  name  of  the  company,  their 
successors  or  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Bespondents, 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  their  or  his  assigns,  by  way  of  mortgage 
to  secure  the  due  payment  of  the  principal  money  and  interest 
secured  by  the  said  debentures.    And  in  the  said  indenture  was 
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J.  a       contained  a  covenant  by  the  company  with  the  Bespondents,  and 
i87r)        the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such 
Bakx  of     survivor,  their  or  his  assigns,  that  the  company  would  make  sach 
AvwrnkUA.    ^^  ^  ^^^y  should  be  required  to  do  by  the  Bespondents,  or  either 
«.         of  them,  their  or  either  of  their  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  provided  such  calls  were  authorized  by  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  the  company,  or  any  supplemental  deed  thereof,  to  be 
made  at  the  option  of  the  company.    The  said  indenture  also  con- 
tained a  power  of  sale  and  other  usual  mortgage  provisions. 

By  indenture  of  even  date  with  the  said  mortgage  of  the  29th 
of  August,  1871,  the  loan  trustees,  under  the  before-mentioned 
deeds  of  the  1st  of  August,  1867,  and  of  the  1st  of  August,  1865, 
reassigned  to  the  company  the  unpaid  calls  assigned  to  them 
under  the  said  deeds. 

On  the  4th  of  June,  1872,  the  whole  of  the  then  unpaid  capital 
of  the  company  had  been  called  up,  except  the  sum  of  5s.  per 
share ;  this  call  amounted  in  all  to  £2183  10s.  There  was  also 
due  at  this  time  to  the  company,  for  arrears  of  previous  calls,  the 
sum  of  £1240  58. 

On  the  said  4th  of  June,  1872,  the  Bespondents  demanded  pay- 
ment of  the  moneys  due  on  the  said  136  debentures,  and  the 
company,  on  the  5th  of  June,  1872,  replied  to  this  demand,  that 
they  were  unable  to  comply  with  it.  Thereupon  the  Bespondents 
served  a  notice  on  the  company,  demanding  of  the  company  and 
the  directors  thereof  that  they  should  make  a  call  of  5s.  per  share 
on  the  shareholders  of  the  company. 

On  the  8th  of  July,  1872,  it  was  resolved  that  the  company 
should  be  wound  up  voluntarily,  and  the  Bespondent  Abraham 
AhrahatM  was  duly  appointed  liquidator,  who  thereupon,  as  such 
liquidator,  on  the  same  day  made  a  call  of  Ss.  per  share  on  the 
shareholders  of  the  company. 

The  Supreme  Court,  on  the  5th  of  August,  1872,  ordered  that 
the  voluntary  winding-up  of  the  company  should  be  continued 
subject  to  its  supervision,  and  on  the  22nd  of  August,  1873,  dis- 
missed the  application  of  the  Bespondents,  Breakdl  and  Gordon 
(opposed  by  the  Appellants  as  the  unsecifred  creditors  of  the 
company),  that  the  liquidator  should  pay  the  principal  and  interest 
due  on  the  said  136  debentures  out  of  the  moneys  realised  by  him 
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in  respect  of  the  call  of  5s.  per  share  made  by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  J.  o. 

in  respect  of  the  arrears  of  preyious  calls  doe  by  the  shareholders.  1875 

On  the  17th  September,  1873,  a  majority  of  the  Appeal  Court  BjunToF 

reversed  this  dismissal  and  ordered  as  prayed.  .  ®^^^^™ 


9. 


Mr.  A.  O.  Marten,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bcbinsonf  for  the  Appellants, 
the  nnsecnred  creditors  of  the  company,  contended  that  it  was 
ultra  vires  the  company  and  its  directors  to  give  any  security 
upon  the  capital  of  the  company  which  had  not  been  called  up 
at  the  date  when  such  security  was  given.  It  was  inconsistent 
with  the  lawful  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  directors,  and  with 
the  continuance  of  the  company,  so  to  do.  They  referred  to  Lish- 
matCs  Case  (1) ;  In  re  SanJcey  Brook  Coal  Company  (2) ;  British 
Provident  Life  and  Fire  Assurance  Society,  Stanley's  Case  (3) ; 
King  v.  Marshall  (4) ;  In  re  Marine  Mansions  Company  (5). 

Mr.  jK  M.  Jackson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bomer,  for  the  Bespondents, 
BreakeU  and  Gordon,  contended  that  the  charge  upon  the  unpaid 
calls  (already  and  subsequently  to  be  made)  was  effectual.  Until 
the  calls  are  paid  the  shareholder  is  bound  by  his  covenant  under 
seal  to  abide  by  all  the  terms  of  the  articles  of  association.  They 
cited  In  re  Panama,  New  Zealand  and  Aiistrdlian  Boyal  Mail 
Company  (6) ;  Be  The  Eumher  Ironworks  Company  (7) ;  Bloomer 
V.  Union  Coal  and  Iron  Company  (8) ;  Holroyd  v.  Marshall  (9) ; 
WM  V.  Whiffin  (10);  Ex  parte  Briton  and  General  Medical  Life 
Assoeiaiion  (1 1). 

Mr.  EveriU,  for  the  liquidator. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by  1875 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : —  March  le. 

The  question  in  this  appeal  is,  whether  a  power  in  a  deed  of 
settlement  of  a  joint  stock  company  authorizing  the  directors  to 

(1)  23  L.  T.  (N.S.)  759 ;  S.  C.  19         (5>  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  601. 

W.  K  344.  (6)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  App.  318. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  721 ;  see  also,         (7)  16  W.  R.  667. 

Law  Kcp.  10  Eq.  381.  (8)  29  L.  T.  (N.S.)  130. 

(3)  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  407;  S.  C.  33         (9)  10  H.  L.  0. 191. 

I^.  T.  536.  (10)  Law  Rep.  5  H.  L.  711. 

(4)  33  Beav.  566.  (11)  Law  Rep.  6  Oh.  App.  428. 


270  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  IL 

J.  C.       mortgage  or  charge  the  property  of  the  company^  gires  them 

ig75       authority  to  include  in  soch  mortgage  or  charge  future  calls,  or,  in 

BAinTop     other  words,  the  unpaid  capital  of  the  company. 

South  There  was  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  Judges  of  the 

Supreme  Court,  before  which  the  question  was  brought  on  appeal 

from  the  order  of  the  primary  Judge.     The  majority  were  of 

opinion  that  the  word  "  property  "  included  future  calls,  and  that 

the  law  had  been  so  settled  in  this  country  by  Lishman^s  Case, 

a  Vice-Chancellor's  decision,  cited  from  the  *^  Law  Tiniest 

The  dissentient  Judge  who  had  made  the  order  then  under 
appeal  admitted  that  this  was  so,  but  thought  that  the  context  of 
the  deed  excluded  that  construction  in  this  particular  case. 

It  is  much  to  be  regretted  that  the  attention  of  the  Judges  was 
not  called  to  Stanley's  Case  (1),  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
which  has  been  followed  in  other  cases,  and  has  been  cited  and 
referred  to  in  every  text-book  as  the  leading  case  authoritatively 
settling  the  rule  of  law. 

In  that  case  the  words  of  the  power  were  '^  property  and  funds/* 
and  it  was  held  that  a  charge  on  future  calls  was  ultra  vires  and 
void.  It  is  impossible  to  distinguish  that  case  from  the  one  under 
appeal,  and  the  contention  on  the  part  of  the  Respondents  was, 
that  their  Lordships,  or  the  ultimate  tribunal  of  appeal,  should 
review  that  decision,  and  overrule  it,  as  not  being  a  correct  ex- 
position of  the  law. 

Even  if  their  Lordships  had  any  doubt  as  to  that  decision,  they 
would  not  have  felt  themselves  warranted  in  disturbing  a  rule  which 
has  been  uniformly  (with  the  exception  of  LishmafCs  Case  (2) ) 
assented  to  and  acted  upon  in  this  country.  And  it  is  to  be  noted 
with  respect  to  Liskman's  Case  (2)  that,  although  it  was  after 
Stanley's  Case  (I)  had  been  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  the 
Yice-Chancellor  does  not  appear  to  have  referred  to  that  case, 
and  Lishman's  Case  (2)  has  not  found  its  way  into  the  authorized 
reports  or  text-books. 

The  decision  in  Stanley's  Case  (1)  appears  to  be  based  on  very 
intelligible  and  reasonable  grounds.  The  capital  not  paid  up  is, 
according  to  the  usual  form  of  deeds  of  settlement  (the  form  in 

(1)  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  407 ;  S.  C.  33  (2)  23  L.  T.  (N.S.)  759;  S.  C.  19 
L.  T.  636.  W.  R.  344. 
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this  case),  only  sub  modo  the  property  of  the  company.    The  com-       j.  a 

pany  has  no  absolute  right,  and  the  shareholder  is  under  no        i875 

absolute  liability  to  pay.    The  right  only  arises  if  and  when  calls     b.^xof 

are  made  by  the  directors  in  the  exercise  of  a  discretion  within    .  South 
"       ^  Australia 

limits  both  of  time  and  amount  prescribed  by  the  deed.  «. 

The  due  making  of  the  call  by  the  resolution  of  a  board  of  di- 
rectors is  an  essential  condition  precedent. 

It  was  held,  therefore,  in  Stanleys  Case  (1),  that  the  general  words 
"power  to  charge  property  and  funds,"  could  not  be  intended  to, 
create  a  charge.  It  would  either  leave  it  optional  with  the  direc- 
tors to  give  it  effect  by  making  calls  which  would  be  nugatory,  or 
it  would  entirely  alter  the  provisions  of  the  deed  as  to  calls,  which 
is  not  to  be  implied. 

Their  Lordships  see  no  ground  for  dissenting  from  that  view. 
They  may  add  that  the  right  of  the  company  is,  strictly  speaking, 
more  in  the  nature  of  power  than  of  property ;  and,  although  that 
which  a  man  has  power  to  make  his  own  may  be  charged,  as  well 
as  that  which  is  actually  his,  it  requires  apt  and  proper  words,  or 
a  sufficient  context,  to  have  this  effect. 

In  the  particular  case  before  them,  the  power  was  contained  in 
a  deed  of  settlement  of  a  company  which,  at  the  time,  was  a  part- 
nership with  unlimited  liability;  and,  although  they  afterwards 
availed  themselves  of  the  power  to  register  as  a  company  with 
limited  liability,  the  construction  of  the  deed  must,  of  course,  be 
the  same  as  it  originally  was. 

In  such  a  partnership  the  provisions  as  to  calk  and  capital  are 
merely  the  internal  arrangements  and  bargains  of  the  partners 
as  to  raising  money  for  the  concern,  and  it  would  be  a  strange 
thing  to  pledge  these  as  an  additional  security  to  creditors,  who 
had  the  whole  fortune  of  every  shareholder  by  law  pledged  to 
them. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  that 
the  appeal  be  allowed,  and  that  the  order  of  the  Supreme  Court 
complained  of  be  discharged,  and  that  in  lieu  thereof  there  be  an 
order  dismissing  the  appeal  to  that  Court,  and  affirming  the  order 
of  the  primary  Judge  with  costs. 

The  Appellants  are  to  have  their  costs  of  the  appeal,  to  be  paid 
(1)  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  407 ;  S.  C.  33  L.  T.  536. 
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J.  G.       by  the  Bespondents,  BreakeU  and  Gordon.    The  official  liquidator 
1875       will  take  his  costs  of  the  appeal  out  of  the  estate. 

South  Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Sollams,  Son^  &  Coward. 

AuBraALiA       Solicitor  for  the  Respondents,  Breahdl  and  Gordon^ :  Mr.  K  W. 

Abrahams.     Trifuler. 

Solicitors  for  the  Liquidator :  Messrs.  Torr  &  Co, 


J.c*      JAMES  DOW  AND  Others Appellants; 

1875  j^^yD 

Jtfarofc^s.     WILLIAM  T.  BLACK  and  Others  ....    Respondents. 
ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  BRUNSWICK. 
Distribution  of  Legislative  Poiver — Legislature  qf  New  Brunswick. 

EeldLf  that  the  Act  of  the  provincial  legislature  of  New  Brunswick  (33 
Vict.  c.  47),  intituled  "an  Act  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  debentuies  oq 
the  credit  of  the  lower  district  of  the  parish  of  St  Stephen^  in  the  county  of 
Charlotte/*  which  empowered  the  majority  of  the  inhahitants  of  that  pariah 
to  raise  hy  local  taxation  a  suhsidy,  designed  to  promote  the  construction  of 
a  railway  extending  beyond  the  limits  of  the  province,  but  already  autho- 
rized by  statute,  is  within  the  l^slative  capacity  of  that  legislature. 

Under  art  2  of  sect  92  of  the  British  North  America  Act,  1867,  passed 
by  the  Imperial  Parliament,  the  provincial  legislature  is  enabled  to  impose 
direct  taxation  for  a  local  purpose  upon  a  particular  locality  within  the 
province. 

The  Act  in  question  relates  to  '*  a  matter  of  a  merely  local  or  private 
nature  in  the  province,**  which  by  the  92ud  section  of  the  Imperial  Act  is 
assigned  to  the  exclusive  competency  of  the  provincial  legislature,  and  does 
not  relate  to  the  railway,  or  any  local  work  or  undertaking  within  the  ex- 
cepted subjects  mentioned  in  art  10,  sub-sect  (a)  of  the  said  section. 

L*  Union  St,  Jacques  de  Montreal  v.  Dame  Julie  Bilisle  (1)  approved. 

X  HE  question  decided  in  this  appeal  was  whether  the  Act  of  the 
provincial  legislature  of  New  Bnmaunek  (33  Vict,  c  47)  is  within 

•  Present ;— Sib  James  W.  Colyile,  The  Lobd  Justice  Jakes,  The  Lord 
Justice  Mellisb,  and  Sib  Montague  £.  Smith. 


(I)  Ante,  p.  31. 
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the  powers  of  that  legislatare  according  to  the  true  construction  of       J.  C. 
the  Imperial  Statute,  the  <'  British  North  Ameriea  Aet,  1867."  1875 

The  Act  in  question,  intituled  '^  An  Act  to  authorize  the  issuing        p^  i 

of  debentures  on  the  credit  of  the  lower  district  of  the  parish  blaoe 

of  St.  Stqohen/*  is,  so  far  as  is  material  for  the  present  question,  in  

the  following  terms  :— 

^  Whereas  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  St.  Stephen,  in  the 
county  of  Charlottej  are  desirous  of  having  direct  railway  connec- 
tion between  Hovlton,  in  the  state  of  Maine,  and  the  St.  Croix 
VaJIey,  in  the  county  aforesaid ;  and  whereas  the  town  of  HouUon 
has  offered  the  HotiUon  Branch  BaUway  Company  a  bonus  of 
$30,000,  upon  condition  that  the  said  HouUon  Branch  BaUway 
Company  shall  and  do  construct  and  suitably  equip  with  necessar}' 
rolling  stock  a  railway  from  the  town  of  HouUon  aforesaid  to  the 
line  of  the  New  Brunswick  and  Canada  BaUway  and  Land  Com- 
pany,  at  or  near  the  Delee  Station  so  called,  and  so  that  the  said 
railway  shall  be  completed  and  ready  for  the  conveyance  of  pas- 
sengers and  freight  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  January  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1872 ;  and  whereas  the  said  HouUon  Branch  BaUway 
Company  are  willing  to  undertake  the  building  and  construction  of 
such  connecting  line  of  railway,  and  have  the  same  completed  and 
properly  equipped  for  the  conveyance  of  freight  and  passengers  as 
aforesaid,  within  the  time  aforesaid,  upon  the  conditions  that  the 
town  of  St.  Stephen  do  and  shall  give  to  the  said  HouUon  Branch 
BaUway  Company  a  bonus  of  $15,000 ;  and  whereas  the  inhabi- 
tants of  that  portion  of  the  said  town  of  St  Stephen  called  the 
lower  district,  and  hereinafter  particularly  described,  are  willing 
and  desirous  to  give  the  said  sum  for  the  said  purpose,  and  that 
the  said  sum  should  be  raised  upon  the  credit  of  the  real  and 
personal  property  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  lower  district  in 
such  mode  and  manner  as  may  be  thought  most  advisable. 

"Be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor,  Legis- 
lative Council,  and  Assembly  as  follows:— 

"1.  That  upon  the  said  Hoviton  Branch  BaUway  Company 
giving  reasonable  and  proper  security  to  the  justices  of  the  peace 
in  general  sessions  or  special  sessions  called  for  that  purpose,  that 
the  8^d  line  of  railway  from  Hoviton  to  the  line  of  the  said  New 
Bfwawick  and  Canada  BaUway  and  Land  Company  shall  be  built 


V, 

Black. 
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J.  G.        and  efficiently  furnished  and  oompletedy  and  substantially  ready 
1S75        and  fit  for  the  oonyeyanoe  of  freight  and  passengers^  and  properly 
"^^       provided  ^nrith  all  necessary  locomotiTe  engines,  cars,  and  carriages, 
Tnrithin  the  time  aforesaid  limited  for  so  doing ;  such  reasonable 
and  proper  security  to  be  by  bond  under  the  baud  and  seal  of  not 
less  than  three  responsible  persons,  resident  and  having  property 
in  this  province,  under  the  penalty  of  $40,000  conditioned  as 
herein  above  stated,  which  said  bond  the  said  justices  are  hereby 
authorized  to  take  and  enforce  by  suit  at  law  for  breach  thereof,  if 
such  shall  occur;  no  person  shall  be  accepted  as  such  security 
until  he  shall  have  first  made  affidavit  before  some  justice  of  the 
peace  in  the  county  of  Charlotte,  who  is  hereby  authorized  to 
administer  such  oath,  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  derk  of  the 
peace  for  said  county,  that  the  value  of  his  property  in  this 
province,  over  and  above  all  his  just  debts  and  liabilities,  is  not 
less  than  $20,000 ;  the  said  justices  in  general  or  special  sessions 
shall  forthwith  issue  and  deliver,  or  cause  to  be  issued  and 
delivered,  as  a  bonus  to  the  said  HouUon  Branch  Railway  Company, 
certificates  of  debt  to  be  called  debentures  to  the  amount  of 
$15,000  in  current  money  of  the  province  of  New  Brunswick,  of 
such  denomination  or  denominations  as  they  may  see  fit,  to  be 
numbered  consecutively  according  to  the  denomination  thereof, 
from  number  one  upwards,  of  each  denomination,  with  coupons 
annexed,  bearing  interest  at  6  per  centum  per  annum,  payable 
semi-annually,  at  such  place  as  shall  be  therein  specified,  and  on 
such  conditions  and  terms  as  shall  be  prescribed  by  the  said 
justices  in  general  or  special  sessions ;  the  principal  money  of  such 
debentures  to  be  paid  in  full  at  the  expiration  of  twenty  years 
from  the  date  thereof  to  the  holders  of  the  same,  at  such  place  and 
in  such  manner  as  shall  be  prescribed  in  the  same. 

''  2.  The  real  and  personal  property  of  all  persons,  resident  or 
non-resident,  situate  in  the  lower  district  of  St.  Stephen's^  so  called, 
described  as  follows  (then  follow  the  boundaries) :  '  Shall  each  and 
every  year,  during  the  continuance  of  the  term  of  the  said  deben- 
tures, be  assessed  for  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  such  deben- 
tures, issued  tinder  the  authority  of  this  Act,  an  order  for  which 
assessment  shall  be  made  by  the  said  justices  in  general  or  special 
sessions  each  and  every  year  as  aforesaid,  and  levied  and  collected 
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in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  parish  and  connty  rates  are  J.  0. 
now  or  may  be  hereafter  assessed,  levied  and  collected^  and  when  1875 
<x)llected  shall  be  paid  into  the  8L  Stephen's  Bank,  in  the  connty  dow 
of  Charlotte,  or  such  other  place  as  may  at  first  or  at  any  subse-      biIok. 

qaent  period  be  selected  by  the  said  justices  by  order  of  the       

justices  in  general  or  special  sessions  to  the  collector  of  same  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  the  coupons  on  said  debentures,  which 
coupons  shall  be  paid  by  the  cashier  of  the  said  bank  or  other 
person  selected  as  aforesaid,  to  the  holders  of  such  coupons,  upon 
presentation  thereof  out  of  the  funds  so  deposited/  " 

Sect  3  of  the  Act  provides  for  a  similar  assessment  by  order  of 
the  justices  in  general  sessions,  for  the  repayment  of  the  principal 
Bums  due  on  the  debentures  within  twenty  years,  but  at  such 
times  and  in  such  mode  as  the  justices  shall  determine. 

Sect.  4  provides  for  the  form  of  debentures. 

Sect  5  provides  for  the]  summoning  by  two  justices  of  a  meet- 
ing of  the  ratepayers  of  the  said  lower  district  of  the  parish  of  8t. 
Stephen,  and  enacts  that  the  Act  shall  not  come  into  force  unless 
it  is  approved  at  such  meeting  by  two-thirds  of  the  ratepayers,  but 
that  if  it  is  so  approved  the  justices  shall  certify  the  same  to  the 
governor  in  council,  and  the  governor  shall  thereupon  announce 
the  same  by  proclamation  in  the  BoycU  Gazette  of  the  province, 
and  that  thereupon  the  Act  shall  be  ipso  facto  in  full  operation, 
force,  and  effect 

A  meeting  of  the  ratepayers  of  the  said  lower  district  of  St. 
Stephen  was  held  on  the  11th  of  August,  1870,  and  the  requisite 
majority  of  votes  in  favour  of  the  Act  was  obtained  and  the  deben- 
tures issued. 

On  the  14th  of  April,  1871,  the  justices  of  the  peace  at  the 
general  sessions  for  the  county  of  Charlotte  issued  a  warrant  to  the 
Appellants,  the  assessors  of  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen,  commanding 
them  to  levy  and  assess  $958.  50c.  on  the  lower  district  of  St 
-Stephen,  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  said  debentures. 

The  Appellants  accordingly  assessed  the  ratepayers  of  the  dis- 
trict, and  amongst  others  the  Bespondents,  and  the  collector  of 
rates  applied  to  the  Bespondents  for  payment,  which  they  refused. 

The  Bespondents  thereupon  applied  for  and  obtained  a  writ  of 
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J.  C.  eertiorari  to  remove  into  the  Supreme  Court  the  said  warrant  of 
1875  assessment,  and  the  assessment  and  all  notices  and  documents  upon 
j)o^        which  they  were  founded. 

A  return,  and  subsequently  an  amended  return,  haying  been 
made,  the  Bespondents  applied  for  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
quash  the  said  warrant  and  assessment  on  the  ground  that  the  Act 
33  Vict  c.  47,  related  to  a  railway  extending  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  province,  and  was  therefore  not  within  the  competence  of  the 
provincial  legislature  of  New  Brunsunek. 

On  the  22nd  of  February,  1873,  the  Supreme  Court  {Bitehie, 
C.J.,  Allen  and  Weldon,  JJ.)  gave  judgment,  making  the  rule 
absolute  to  quash  the  said  warrant  and  assessment  on  the  ground 
stated  in  the  rule.  Fisher^  J.,  dissented  on  the  grounds,  first,  that 
the  Imperial  Act,  sect.  92,  sub-sect.  10,  paragraph  (a);  related  only 
to  railways  between  two  provinces,  and  not  to  railways  from  a 
province  into  a  foreign  country ;  secondly,  that  the  Court  nught  pre- 
sume that  the  money  raised  by  debentures  would  be  applied  to 
the  making  of  the  part  of  the  railway  within  the  province,  and 
that  an  Act  to  raise  money  for  that  purpose  was  within  the  com- 
petency of  the  provincial  legislature. 

f-  Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.    W.  Grantham^  for  the  Appel- 
lants. 

Mr.  Fry^  Q.C.^  and  Mr.  Bompae,  for  the  Bespondents. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sir  James  W.  Colvile  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
province  of  New  Brunswick,  making  absolute  a  rule  niei  that  had 
been  granted,  and  ordering  that  ''the  assessment  made  upon  the 
lower  district  of  the  parish  of  8t  Stephen,  in  the  county  of  Char- 
lotte,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  of  assessment  issued  to  the 
assessors  of  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen  by  the  general  sessions  of 
the  peace  in  and  for  the  county  of  Charlotte  on  the  14th  day  of 
April,  1871,  directing  the  said  assessors  to  assess  upon  the  lower 
district  of  St.  Stephen  the  sum  of  $958.  50c.  for  payment  of 
interest  upon  debentures  issued  under  the  Act  of  Assembly,  33 
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Vict  a  47,  intituled  'An  Act  to  authorize  the  ifisningof  de-       J. a 

bentares  on  the  credit  of  the  lower  district  of  the  parish  of  St       1875 
Stqhefh  ui  the  county  of  OharhUe,'  and  the  said  warrant  and  all       dow 
piooeedings  upon  which  the  said  assessment  is  based  be  absolutely      biI'ok. 
qiiashed ."  

The  ground  upon  which  the  majority  of  the  Judges  constituting 
the  Court  proceeded,  was  that  the  Act  of  Assembly  mentioned  in 
the  order  was  itself  null  and  void,  inasmuch  as  it  had  been  passed 
by  the  provincial  legislature  of  New  Brwiawick,  which,  on  the 
trae  construction  of  the  Imperial  Statute,  *'  The  British  North 
hieriea  Aet^  1867,"  had  no  power  to  make  such  a  law. 

It  is  necessary,  in  order  to  deal  with  the  arguments  which  have 
been  addressed  to  their  Lordships  upon  this  appeal,  to  consider 
shortly  under  what  circumstances  this  question  arose.  On  the 
10th  of  June,  1867,  and  befoie  the  Imperial  Statute  just  mentioned 
came  into  operation,  the  then  legislature  of  New  Bnmawieh  passed 
an  Act,  by  the  6th  section  of  which  it  was  provided, — "  That  the 
sum  of  $5000  per  mile,  and  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  $17,500, 
should  be  granted  for  the  construction  of  a  branch  line  of  rail- 
way to  the  boundary  line  of  the  state  of  Maine,  from  the  railway 
leading  from  8t  Andrews  to  Woodstock,  to  such  person  or  per- 
sons or  body  corporate  as  shall  construct  the  said  road,  upon 
its  being  proved  to  the  satisfiEustion  of  the  Governor  in  Council 
that  a  good  and  sufficient  railway  is  constructed  therein  within 
four  years  from  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  in  good  working 
order  for  travel  and  traffic/*  That  Act  was  followed  by  another  • 
passed  a  few  days  afterwards,  viz.,  on  the  17th  June,  by  which 
certain  persons  were  made  and  constituted  a  body  corporate  under 
the  name  of  the  HouUon  Branch  BaUway  Company,  and  were 
authorized  to  make  and  construct  a  railway  running  from  the 
intersection  of  the  Woodstock  line  of  railway  with  the  New  Bruns- 
y^  and  Canada  BaUway,  being  a  place  known  as  DAec,  to  the 
boundary  line  of  the  state  of  Maine  and  the  province  of  New  Bruns- 
t^i.  The  5th  section  of  that  Act  contains  the  following  pro- 
visions— ^''The  president,  directors,  and  company  for  the  time 
being  are  hereby  authorized  and  empowered,  by  themselves  or 
their  agents,  to  exercise  all  the  powers  herein  granted  to  the  cor- 
poration for  the  purpose  of  locating  and  completing  said  railroads 
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J.O.       interest  on  the  debentures,  and  raised  this  question  before  the 
1875       Supreme  Court    That  Oonrt  issued  a  eerHorari  to  remove  the 
p^       proceedings,  and,  upon  the  return  of  the  certiorari,  made  the  order 
Black      ^^'  which  the  order  under  appeal  has  made  absolute. 
—  The  grounds  upon  which  the  Supreme  Court  has  pronounced 

this  Act  to  be  idlra  vires  of  the  local  legislature  wee  entirely 
derived  from  sub«sect  (a)  of  the  10th  article  of  sect  92  of  the 
Imperial  Statute.  Sects.  91  and  92  purport  to  make  a  distribu- 
tion of  legislative  powers  between  the  Parliament  of  Canada  and 
the  provincial  legislatures,  sect  91  giving  a  general  power  of 
legislation  to  the  Parliament  of  Canada,  subject  only  to  the  exoep* 
tion  of  such  matters  as  by  sect  92  were  made  the  subjects  upon 
which  the  provincial  legislatures  were  exclusively  to  legislate. 
The  10th  article  of  sect  92  among  those  subjects  enumerates  local 
works  and  undertakings  other  than  such  as  are  of  the  following 
classes.  Then  follow  the  exceptions,  and  the  first  of  these  is, 
lines  of  steam  or  other  ships,  railways,  canals,  telegraphs,  and 
other  works  and  undertakings  connecting  the  province  with  any 
other  or  others  of  the  provinces,  or  extending  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  province.  A  question  touching  the  oonstruction  of  this  sub- 
section has  been  raised  both  here  and  in  the  Court  below.  The 
Bespondents  insist  that  the  lines  of  railways  which  are  thereby 
put  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada 
are  all  railways  which  extend  either  beyond  the  limits  of  the  pro- 
vince into  other  provinces  within  the  dominion  or  into  foreign 
countries.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Appellants  contend  that  a 
more  limited  construction  is  to  prevail,  and  that  if  the  sub-section 
be  taken  in  comiection  with  the  following  sub-sect  (b),  it  will  be 
found  to  apply  only  to  railways  extending  beyond  the  limits  of 
one  province  into  another  province  of  the  dominion. 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  determine  upon 
the  present  appeal  this  question  of  construction,  or  to  affirm  that 
if  all  the  legislation  that  has  taken  place,  including  that  for  the 
incorporation  of  the  EouUon  Baihjoay  Company,  and  empowering 
it  to  make  a  railway  to  the  frontier  or  beyond  it^  had  taken  place 
after  the  Imperial  Statute  of  1867  had  oome  into  operation,  such 
legislation  would  have  been  within  the  powers  of  the  provincial 
legislature.  They  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  determine  that 
questioui  because  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  validity  of  the  Act 
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of  Assembly,  the  33  Yict.  c.  47,  does  not  depend  upon  the  sub-  J.  0. 
section  in  question.  They  are  of  opinion  that  the  Act  cannot  be  1875 
said  to  be  a  law  in  relation  to  a  local  work  or  undertaking  within  ]^ 
the  fair  and  reasonable  meaning  of  these  words.  The  incorpora- 
tion of  the  company,  with  its  powers,  and  the  construction  of  the 
railway  up  to  the  frontier,  and  therefore  so  feir  as  any  legislatire 
power  mthin  the  British  dominions  could  determine  that  construc- 
tion, had  been  already  authorized  by  the  Acts  passed  before  the 
Imperial  Statute  came  into  operation.  The  Act  now  in  question 
did  not  purport  to  enlarge  the  powers  of  the  railway  company,  nor 
could  it  give  them  powers  to  be  exercised  on  the  foreign  soil 
of  Maine^  Their  Lordships  consider  that  if  the  railway  company 
had  chosen  to  make  an  arrangement  with  the  inhabitants  of 
HouiUon,  in  the  state  of  Maine,  for  the  construction  of  the  railway 
on  the  terms  of  the  Ixmus  of  $30,000  which  had  been  offered  to 
them  from  HouUon,  there  would  have  been  no  legal  objection  to 
their  carrying  out  that  arrangement.  The  Act  was  merely  one 
which  enabled  the  majority  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  8t 
Stephen  to  raise  by  local  taxation  a  subsidy  designed  to  promote  a 
work  which  they  considered  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  their  town,  and 
to  place  the  inhabitants  in  a  position  to  bargain  and  to  act  for  their 
common  benefit  in  the  same  manner  as  a  private  person  might 
have  thought  it  for  his  benefit  to  do.  In  substance  and  principle 
it  does  not  differ  firom  a  private  Act  authorizing  the  trustees  or 
guardians  of  a  minor  to  let  a  warehouse  to  such  a  company.  Sup- 
posing the  work,  instead  of  being  a  railway,  had  been  a  canal,  and 
the  inhabitants  had  been  authorized  to  make  a  bargain  for  the 
supply  of  water  to  the  district^  could  any  doubt  have  been  enter- 
tained on  the  subject?  Their  Lordships  are  therefore  of  opinion 
that  no  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  Act  is  to  be  found  in  the 
gob-section  in  question. 

Another  question  has  been  raised  for  the  first  time  at  this  Bar 
(for  the  objection  does  not  appear  to  have  been  taken  in  the 
colonial  Court),  whether  there  was  power  in  the  provincial  legis- 
lature to  pass  an  Act  by  which  such  an  assessment  as  this  could 
be  imposed  on  the  town  of  8t  Stephen. 

It  has  been  argued  that  whereas  the  91st  section  reserves  to  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  exclusive  power  of  legislation  in  respect  of, 
amongst  other  subjects,  '^The  raising  of  money  by  any  mode  or 
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J.O.  system  of  taxation/'  the  only  qualifications  imposed  on  that 
1875  general  reservation  are  to  be  found  in  the  2nd  and  9th  articles  of 
p^  the  92nd  section.  The  latter  has  obviously  no  bearing  on  the 
present  question.  As  to  the  former,  it  was  contended  that  it 
authorizes  direct  taxation  only  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  revenne 
for  general  provincial  purposes,  that  is,  taxation  incident  on  the 
whole  province  for  the  general  purposes  of  the  whole  province. 

Their  Lordships  see  no  ground  for  giving  so  limited  a  constnic- 
tion  to  this  clause  of  the  statute.  They  think  it  must  be  taken  to 
enable  the  provincial  legislature,  whenever  it  shall  see  fit,  to  im« 
pose  direct  taxation  for  a  local  purpose  upon  a  particular  locality 
within  the  province.  They  conceive  that  the  Srd  article  of  sect  91 
is  to  be  reconciled  with  the  2nd  article  of  sect.  92,  by  treating 
the  former  as  empowering  the  supreme  legislature  to  raise  revenue 
by  any  mode  of  taxation,  whether  direct  or  indirect ;  and  the 
latter  as  confining  the  provincial  legislature  to  direct  taxation 
within  the  province  for  provincial  purposes.  Their  Lordships  are 
farther  of  opinion,  with  Mr.  Justice  Fisher,  the  dissentient  Judge 
in  the  Supreme  Court,  that  the  Act  in  question,  even  if  it  did  not 
fall  within  the  2nd  article,  would  clearly  be  a  law  relating  to  a 
matter  of  a  merely  local  or  private  nature  within  the  meaning  of 
the  9th  article  of  sect  92  of  the  Imperial  Statute ;  and  therefore 
one  which  the  provincial  legislature  was  competent  to  pass,  unless 
its  subject-matter  could  be  distinctiy  shewn  to  fall  within  one  or 
other  of  the  classes  of  subjects  specially  enumerated  in  the  9l6t 
section.  This  view  is  in  accordance  with  the  ruling  of  this 
tribunal  in  the  recent  case  of  the  L*  Union  St.  Jacques  de  Montreal 
V.  Dame  Julie  BSlide  (1),  decided  on  the  8th  of  July,  1874. 

On  these  grounds  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  that  the  order  under  appeal  be  reversed,  and  that  in  lieu 
thereof  an  order  be  made  discharging  tha  rule  nisi,  which  had 
been  granted  in  Trinity  Term,  with  costs.  The  Appellants  will 
also  have  their  costs  of  thia  appeal- 
Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Upton,  Johnson,  Upton,  <& 
Budd. 

Sob'citors  for  the  Respondents:  Messrs,  Bi^ohoff,  Bompas^  & 
Bisehoff. 

(1>  Ante,  f.  31. 
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OUR  SOVEREIGN  LADY  THE  QUEEN     .     Appellant;  j.o* 

AND  1875 

HENRY    CLARK    MOUNT  and  WILLIAM  1„  /ai..23T8.29; 

CHARLES  MORRIS /Respondents,    if«^j6. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  COLONY  OP 

VICTORIA. 

Hdbea$  Corpus— Penal  Servitude  for  Offences  triable  by  GoUmial  Courts  under 
their  Admiralty  Jurisdiction — 16  <fc  17  Vict,  e,  99,  s.  6. 

M,  and  M,,  convicted  at  the  sessions  of  the  Supreme  Criminal  Court  of 
Victoria^  of  manslaughter  committed  on  hoard  a  British  ship  on  the  high  seas, 
were  sentenced  to  penal  servitude  for  fifteen  years,  and  were  suhsequently  de- 
tained in  a  puhlic  gaol  within  the  meaning  of  the  Colonial  Act,  the  Statute  of 
QadlSj  1864.  On  a  return  to  a  writ  of  haleas  corpus^  to  the  effect  tiiat 
Af.  and  M.  were  detained  "  for  the  cause  and  to  the  end  tfa&t  they  may 
undergo  the  sentence  aforesaid,"  the  Court  ordered  that  the  prisoners  <*  he 
discharged  from  their  imprisonment  and  set  at  large,"  on  the  ground  that,  by 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6,  sentence  of  penal  servitude  could  not  he  carried 
into  execution  in  the  colony  without  the  intervention  of  the  Secretary  of 
State. 

Hddf  by  the  Privy  Council  that  the  return  was  sufiBcient ;  and  that  in  any 
case  the  Court  erred  in  not  remanding  the  prisoners  until  it  was  clear  that 
no  lawful  means  of  executing  the  sentence  could  be  found. 

Bex  V.  Allen  (I)  distinguished. 

Although  the  Act  (12  &  13  Vict.  c.  96)  under  which  the  Supreme  Court 
obtained  jurisdiction  over  the  prisoners  only  authorized  a  sentence  of  trans- 
portation according  to  the  law  of  England  then  in  force,  and  although  20  &  21 
Vict  c.  3,  which  abolished  transportation,  and  substituted  penal  servi- 
tude, does  not  in  terms  include  the  colonies,  yet  this  latter  Act  is  applicable 
to  the  colonies  with  respect  to  the  sentences  to  be  passed  on  persons  con- 
victed in  the  colonies  of  offences  only  triable  there  by  virtue  of  the  Ad- 
miralty jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  former  Act  on  Colonial  Courts.  The 
policy  of  the  former  Act  was  to  authorize  the  Colonial  Courts  to  try  offences 
properly  cognizable  in  England^  with  the  consequences  which  would  have 
attended  a  trial  there;  and  that  policy,  in  the  absence  of  an  expressed 
iotention  to  the  contrary,  must  govern  the  construction  of  both  Acts. 

The  direction  in  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  99,  b.  6,  that  the  Secretary  of  State 


*  Pretend  :—SiB  Jaheb  W.  Colvilb,  Snt  Babnbs  Peaoook,  Sib  Montagus 
P^.  Smra,  and  Bib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 


(1)  3  E.  &  E.  888. 
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J.  c.   '  should  point  out  tho  place  of  confinement  in  case  of  a  person  sentenced  to 

._.  penal  servitude,  relates  only  to  the  manner  of  executing  the  sentence,  and  to 


matters  of  administration,  and  therefore  need  not  be  resorted  to  in  the  case  of 

Tmi  QuKEN  sentences  passed,  in  the  colonies^  which  may  he  executed  according  to  the 

MouKT.  local  procedure. 

i_.  Under  the  combined  effect  of  Imperial  and  Colonial  legislation  sentences 

of  penal  servitude  may  be  executed  in  Vidoria;  were  this  otherwise,  a 

sentence  directed  by  an  Imperial  Act  may  not  be  treated  as  null,  because  no 

means  have  been  previously  provided  in  the  colony  for  carrying  it  into  effect 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  jadgment  of  the  Sapreme  Court  of 
the  Colony  of  Victoria  upon  the  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpm 
ad  subjiciendum  to  bring  up  the  bodies  of  the  KespondentSy  and  a 
motion  made  thereon  that  the  Eespondents  should  be  discharged 
out  of  custody. 

The  Respondents  were  informed  against  for  murder  on  the  high 
seas,  under  the  authority  of  an  Imperial  statute  12  &  13  Viet. 
c.  96,  which  provides  that  the  Courts  in  any  colony  shall  have  the 
same  authority  to  try  prisoners  for  offences  committed  on  the  sea 
or  any  place  within  Admiralty  jurisdiction  as  if  such  offences  had 
been  committed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Colonial  Court ;  and, 
by  sect.  2,  that  ^*  if  any  person  shall  be  convicted  before  any  such 
Court  of  any  such  offence,  such  person  so  convicted  shall  be  sub- 
ject and  liable  to,  and  shall  suffer  aU  such  and  the  same  pains, 
penalties,  and  forfeitures  as  by  any  law  or  laws  now  in/bree,  persons 
convicted  of  the  same  respectively  would  be  subject  and  liable  to 
in  case  such  offence  had  been  committed  and  were  inquired  of, 
tried,  heard,  determined,  and  adjudged  in  England.^ 

The  Respondents  were  convicted  of  manslaughter,  and  sentenced 
respectively  to  fifteen  years'  penal  servitude ;  in  accordance  with 
the  following  opinion  of  the  Judges : — ' 

''The  Judges  are  of  opinion  that  the  prisoners  cannot  be  sen- 
tenced to  transportation,  but  may  be  sentenced  to  be  kept  in  penal 
servitude  for  life,  or  for  any  term  not  less  than  seven  years.  The 
execution  of  that  sentence  would  seem  to  be  a  matter  of  Imperial 
duty,  as  the  place  in  which  the  prisoners  are  to  be  confined  de- 
pends upon  the  directions  of  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Principal 
Secretaries  of  State  (16  &  17  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6).'' 

After  the  passing  of  the  said  sentence  the  Respondents  were 
removed  to,  and  confined  in  custody  at,  Her  Majesty's  gaol  at 
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Mdboumey  then  being  a  penal  establisliment  Avithin  the  meaning       J.  0. 
of  the  Statute  of  Oaola  Act,  1861,  and  afterwards,  on  the  20th  of       1875 
May,  1873,  the  Inspector-General  of  Penal  Establishments  directed,  tbeQusen 
by  warrant  under  his  hand,  that  the  Bespondents  should  be  re-     jj^^ 
moTed  to  Her  Majesty's  gaol  at  Penlridge^  being  also  a  penal       — 
establishment  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Statute  of  Oaoh, 
1864,  there  to  be  detained  until  the  expiring  of  their  sentence,  or 
until  discharged  or  removed  by  lawful  authority,  and  the  Be- 
spondents were  to  hare  been  removed  to  Her  Majesty's  gaol  at 
PenMdffe. 

Afterwards,  on  the  12th  of  December,  1878,  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  ad  eubficiendum  was  issued  out  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
directed  to  the  Inspector-General  of  Penal  Establishments,  re- 
quiring him  to  bring  up  the  bodies  of  the  two  Bespondents,  and 
the  Inspector-General  of  Penal  Establishments,  on  the  16th 
September,  1873,  made  the  following  return : — 

*^  I,  OeoTffe  OUphani  Dunearif  Inspector-General  of  Penal  Esta* 
blishments  in  the  Colony  of  Victoria,  do  hereby  certify  and  return 
in  obedience  to  this  writ,  that  before  the  coming  of  the  said  writ 
to  me,  to  wit^  on  the  15th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1873, 1  did  take  into  custody,  and  still  retain  in  custody  in  gaol, 
the  said  Henry  Clarh  Mount  and  William  Charles  MorriSy  under 
and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  sentence  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
General  Gaol  Delivery,  holden  at  Melbourne  on  the  19th  day  of 
December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1872,  delivered  in  open  Court 
(the  said  Court  being  then  sitting)  for  a  certain  felony,  that  is  to 
say,  manslaughter  on  the  high  seas,  whereof  the  said  Henry  Clark 
Mount  and  William  Charles  Morris  had  been  by  the  said  Court 
then  and  there  respectively  tried  and  convicted,  which  said  sen- 
tence is  that  each  of  them,  the  said  Hsnry  dark  Mount  and 
Wmiam  Charles  Morris,  should  be  kept  in  penal  servitude  for  the 
period  of  fifteen  years ;  and  X  do  further  certify  that  the  said 
Emry  Clark  Maitrnt  and  William  Charles  Morris  are  now  detained 
in  my  custody, /or  the  came  and  to  £he  end  that  they  may  undergo 

the  sentence  aforesaid. 

**  Geo.  0.  Dunean" 

The  return  having  been  read  and  filed,  a  motion  was  made  that 
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J.  a       the  prisoners  be  discharged  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  in 

1875        the  proper  custody. 
The  Quksk      After  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  the  Court  delivered  a  judgment. 

Mount      ^^  which  they  held  that  the  return  was  bad,  on  the  ground,  among 

—  others,  that  by  sect.  6  of  the  Imperial  Statute,  16  &  17  Vict 
c  99,  the  sentence  of  penal  servitude  could  not  be  carried  out  in 
any  gaol  in  the  colony  without  the  direction  of  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  Principal  Secretaries  of  State.  An  order  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  dated  the  17th  of  September,  1873,  was  accordingly  made, 
ordering  the  discharge  of  the  Bespondents. 
The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  as  follows  :-^ 

**  On  its  having  been  read,  it  was  contended  that  the  return  was 
bad  on  several  grounds.  It  is  not  our  intention  to  notice  more 
than  one  of  the  objections,  namely,  that  to  justify  the  detention  it 
ought  to  appear  by  the  return  either  that  the  prisoners  are  held  in 
safe  custody  until  they  can  be  sent  to  a  prison  where  the  sentence 
of  penal  servitude  passed  on  them  can  be  carried  out,  or  that  they 
are  now  in  a  prison  in  which,  according  to  the  provisions  of  16  &  17 
Yict.  c.  99,  s.  6,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries  of 
State  had  directed  that  the  sentence  should  be  carried  out.  In 
support  of  the  return  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Attorney-General  that 
the  sentence  of  penal  servitude  could  be  carried  out  in  any  gaol  in 
Victoria  without  any  direction  from  a  Secretary  of  State,  that  it 
could  not  be  distinguished  from  imprisonment  with  hard  labour; 
and  by  Mr.  Adamson,  who  was  with  him,  that  it  appeared  by  the 
return  that  the  prisoners  were  merely  detained  until  they  could  be 
sent  to  a  prison  directed  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  the  end  that 
they  might  undergo  the  sentence  there.  According  to  these  ail- 
ments, the  return  has  two  diametrically  opposite  meanings.  By 
the  first  the  return  conveys  to  the  Court  beyond  all  doubt  that  the 
prisoners  are  now  actually  undergoing  punishment  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  their  sentence ;  by  the  last  it  equally  clearly 
appears  that  they  are  awaiting  the  execution  of  the  punishment. 
The  contradictory  nature  of  these  arguments,  though  of  itself  no 
objection  to  either,  makes  it  incumbent  on  the  Court  to  scrutinise 
carefully  the  language  of  the  return.  Either  of  these  meanings 
could  have  been  stated  in  terms  which  would  admit  of  no  doubt. 
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So  far,  however,  from  this  having  been  done,  the  retnm  would       J.  C. 

seem  to  have  been  advisedly  drawn  ao  as  to  be  susceptible  of  two,        1875 

if  not  of  three,  dijBTerent  meanings,  without  distinctly  discovering  thiQtoek 

the  tetcto  of  the  case.   If  it  be  true  that  the  Secretary  of  State  has     j^i^uivt 

directed  the  sentence  to  be  carried  out  in  the  gaol  in  which  the        — 

piisoneis  are  detained,  nothing  would  have  been  easier  than  to 

kve  said  so,  or  if  an  application  had  been  made  to  the  Secretary 

of  State  for  his  direction,  and  he  had  not  yet  given  one,  it  would 

have  been  equally  easy  to  have  set  that  out,  as  was  done  in  the 

return  in  LeofMvd  Wahon^s  Ccue  (1),  and  to  add  that  they  were 

necessarily  detained  until  they  could  be  sent  .to  such  a  prison  as 

the  Secretary  of  State  should  direct  under  the  statute.    But  the 

principles  applicable  to  such  returns  as  the  present,  by  which  they 

are  interpreted  in  favour  of  the  liberty  of  the  subject,  are  that 

while  a  return  would  not  be  held  invalid  for  mere  want  of  form 

{Eex  V.  Bethel  (2)  ),  it  ought  to  be  direct,  certain,  and  clear,  and 

shew  a  good  corpus  delicti  and  a  sufficient  detainer  {Souden^s 

Ckm  (3);  DeybeTs  Case  (4)  );  which  is  not  to  be  established  by 

inference  nor  by  a  conclusion  of  law,  without  setting  out  the  facts 

or  proof  from  which  the  Court  may  draw  the  conclusion :  Nash's 

Case  (5).   We  will  not,  therefore,  indeed  we  cannot,  assign  to  this 

return  either  of  these  meanings,  but  read  it  in  the  sense  in  which, 

according  to  the  contention  of  the  Attorney-General,  it  was  good, 

which  seems  to  be  its  proper  interpretation. 

**  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider  whether  the  proposition 
laid  down  by  him,  that  penal  servitude  can  be  carried  out  in  any 
gaol  without  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  can  be  sup- 
ported. We  are  of  opinion  that  it  cannot.  The  punishment  of 
transportation  could  not  have  been  enforced  unless  the  king  in 
council  appointed  the  places  to  which  offenders  were  to  be  trans- 
ported, nor  unless  the  Secretary  of  State  specified  which  of  the 
places  so  appointed  each  particular  offender  was  to  be  sent  to 
(5  Geo.  4^  c.  84,  s.  3).  A  sentence  of  penal  servitude,  whether 
passed  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  in  a  colony,  requires  the  same 
preliminary  act  of  a  Secretary  of  State  (16  &  17  Vict  c.  99,  s.  6). 

(1)  9  A.  &  E.  78L  (3)  4  B.  &  A.  294. 

(2)  6  Mod.  19.  (4)  Ibid.  243. 

(5)  4  B.  &  A.  295. 
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J.  a       Without  it  the  sentence  cannot  be  put  into  ezecution.    In  cases  of 
1875       penal  serritude  it  ascertains  the  place  where  the  bard  labour  is  to 
Tbb  Queeh  ^  performed,  jnst  as  in  ordinary  cases  the  sentence  of  the  C!onit 
MocNT      Ascertains  the  gaol  in  which  imprisonment  is  to  be  undergone ;  and 
—       although  the  discipline  to  which  the  prisoners  are  subjected  may 
be,  as  was  urged  by  the  Attorney-General,  the  same  as  if  the  Secre- 
tary of  State's  direction  had  been  obtained,  the  imprisonment 
which  the  prisoners  are  now  undergoing  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  sentence  passed  upon  them,  nor  is  it  in  any  way  subserrient  or 
auxiliary  to  its  execution.    It  was  submitted  that  the  prisoners 
should  be  remanded.    If  we  could  see  by  the  return  that  measares 
had  been  adopted  to  procure  the  Secretary  of  State's  direction  as 
to  the  place  of  imprisonment  we  might  remand  them,  as  was  done 
in  Ex  parte  Krans  (1) ;  but,  as  it  has  been  contended  that  nosach 
direction  is  necessary,  it  is  to  be  assumed  that  no  application  has 
been  or  will  be  made  for  such  direction.     A  remand  would  there- 
fore be  oppressive,  and  in  contravention  of  the  law,  as  we  under- 
stand it  to  be.    We  are  of  opinion  that  the  return  is  bad,  and  that 
the  prisoners  must  be  discharged.** 

From  this  judgment  the  appeal  in  this  case  was  brought  by  the 
Attorney-General  for  the  Colony  of  Victoria,  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown. 

^  Mr.  J.  F.  Stephen,  Q.C.>  and  Mr.  O.  Batoen,  for  the  Crown,  said 
that  the  prisoners  were  tried  under  12  &  13  Yict.  c  96,  the  second 
section  of  which  subjected  them  on  conviction  to  the  same  punish- 
ment that  they  would  have  been  liable  to  in  England  in  1849, 
that  is,  a  maximum  punishment  of  transportation  for  life,  or  four 
years'  imprisonment  under  9  Geo.  4,  c  31.  The  first  point  was 
that  the  Court  inflicted  a  sentence  of  fifteen  years'  penal  servi- 
tude. [Mr.  Field,  Q.C.,  gave  up  the  objection  that  there  was  no 
power  to  pass  such  sentence,  firsts  because  on  the  authorities  that 
was,  perhaps,  not  a  matter  to  be  entertained  upon  habeas  corpus; 
and  secondly,  an  Act  had  been  subsequently  passed  authorizing 
such  punishment*  His  objection  was  that  the  place  of  confine- 
ment was  not  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  that  the 
person  detaining  shewed  no  authority  so  to  do.]    The  points,  then, 

<l)  1  B.  &  C.  258. 
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are,  first,  that  the  Secretary  of  State's  order  was  unnecessary ;  j.  o. 
secondly,  that  in  any  event  the  prisoners  were  not  entitled  to  dis-  1375 
chatgebntshonldharebeenremandedtocostody  for  the  purpose  of  rprnTouira 
obtaining  the  Secretary  of  State's  order.  The  question  turns  on  «• 
16  &  17  Yict  c  99,  s.  6.  To  explain  it  they  referred  to  the  Imperial  —  * 
Acts,  5  Geo.  4,  0.  84, 16  &  17  Yict.  c  99,  20  &  21  Yict  0.  8,  and 
27  Yict  c.  5.  So  much  of  these  Acts  as  in  this  particular  case 
authorised  a  sentence  of  penal  servitude  is  applicable  to  the 
colonies,  otherwise  their  operation  is  entirely  confined  to  prisoners 
sentenced  by  the  Courts  of  the  Undted  Kingdom.  The  directory 
and  executive  parts  of  the  statutes  apply  to  convicts  sentenced  in 
the  United  Kingdom,  not  to  convicts  sentenced  in  the  Colonial 
Coorts,  so  fjBiT,  at  all  events,  as  those  sentences  were  to  be  executed 
in  the  colonies.  Penal  servitude  under  the  later  statutes  is 
exactly  the  same  as  transportation  under  the  old  ones.  The  only 
difference  between  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84^  which  consolidated  the  law  as  to 
tnmsportation,  and  the  two  penal  servitude  statutes  oiVidoria  is  this, 
that  the  former  treat  transportation  as  the  rule  and  penal  servitude 
as  the  exception;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  later  statutes  treat 
penal  servitude  as  the  rule  and  transportation  as  the  exception. 
Under  6  Geo.  4,  when  a  person  is  sentenced  to  transportation  he 
may  either  be  transported  at  once,  or  confined  at  home  for  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  term.  The  sentence  of  transportation 
really  meant  compulsory  labour,  either  at  home  or  abroad ;  and 
with  the  exception  of  sect  17,  the  whole  statute  presupposed  a 
sentence  in  England  on  a  person  convicted  in  Engh/nd.  Sect  17 
alone  can  be  said  to  deal  with  sentences  passed  by  Colonial  Courts, 
and  only  then  when  the  prisoners  are  brought  to  England  under 
those  sentences. 

As  to  16  &  17  Yict.  c.  99,  the  first  four  sections  are  repealed. 
The  prisoners  have  been  discharged  because  sect  6  is  supposed 
not  to  have  been  complied  with.  That  Act,  with  the  Act  of 
Geo.  4,  referred  to  the  punishment  of  persons  tried  and  sen- 
tenced to  penal  servitude  by  the  Courts  of  Oreai  Briiain.  12  & 
13  Yict.  c.  96,  gives  a  general  power  to  Colonial  Courts  with 
reference  to  transportation;  and  20  &  21  Yict  c.  3,  abolishes 
transportation.  The  sentence  in  this  case  was  not  really  passed 
under  16  &  17  Vi?t  c.  99,  in  such  a  sense  that  it  ought  in  all 
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J.  a       respects  to  conform  to  its  prorisions.    Incidentally  it  enabled  the 
1875       sentence  to  be  passed,  bnt  its  ministerial  and  executive  provisions 
ThkQckks  a^o  meant  for  persons  convicted  in  Oreat  Britain :  see  sect  8  of 
Mount.     ^0  &  21  Vict  c.  3,  passed  to  amend  this  Act    [Mr.  Fidd  said, 
—       that  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  there  was  no  power 
of  detention,  except  under  sect.  6  of  16  &  17  Yict  c.  99.]    Penal 
servitude  has  come  to  mean  being  kept  to  work  in  Englcmi^  and 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  99,  enabled  the  Secretary  of  State  to  appoint 
Qibraliar  or  Bermuda  as  places  of  confinement  for  convicts  so 
sentenced.    Sect  6,  with  reference  to  prisons  which  were  to  be 
appointed  abroad,  enabled  the  Secretary  of  State,  when  the 
colonies  objected  to  transportation,  to  use  military  stations  as 
places  of  confinement     It  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  Act 
and  all  the  legislation  on  the  subject  to  construe  sect.  6  as  neces- 
sitatmg  an  application   to  the  Secretary  of  State  before  the 
Government  of  Victoria  could  legally  confine  a  convict  sentenced 
to  penal  servitude  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Melbourne  in  Peniridge 
Gaol.    The  Colonial  Government  is,  of  course,  bound  to  guard  its 
constitutional  rights,  and  not  to  caU  on  the  Secretary  of  State  to 
interfere  unnecessarily  in   the   internal  administration  of  the 
colony.    The  whole  of  the  power,  moreover,  is  discretionary  in 
the  Secretary  of  State.    Under  sect.  8  a  like  power  is  given  to 
the  Lord  Lieutenant  of  Irdand,  thus  intercepting  in  that  country 
the  exercise  of  that  power  which  it  is  said  is  necessary  in  Victoria. 
The  20  &  21  Vict  c.  3,  shews  that  16  &  17  Vict  c  99,  ib 
confined  to  persons  sentenced  in  the  United  Kingdom.    Sect  3 
of  that  Act  extends  to  those  cases  only  where  persons  are  con- 
fined in  places  beyond  the  seas  appointed  either  under  16  &  17 
Vict.,  or  under  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84.    The  joint  efiect  of  the  two  Acts 
might  be  thus  illustrated.    Under  sect.  6  of  16  &  17  Vict  c.  99,  a 
convict  might  be  sent  to  Portland  or  Oibraltar,  appointed  under 
that  Act,  one  in  and  the  other  out  of  the  United  Kingdom;  or  ho 
could  be  sent  to  Chatham,  appointed  in  the  United  Kingdom  under 
5  Geo.  4,  but  not  to  Van  Diemen^a  Land,  appointed  under  5  G^.  4, 
out  of  the  United  Kingdom.    By  20  &  21  Vict.  e.  8,  s.  3,  such  a 
convict  might  be  sent,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  thought  proper, 
not  only  to  Portland,  OibraUar,  or  Ohaiham,  but  also  to  Van 
Diemen*s  Land.     The  efiect  of  the  Acts  is  to  provide  for  the 
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panifihment  of  offenders  sentenced  in  the  Home  Courts,  and  no       J.o. 
others.    It  is  absnrd  to  suppose  that  Parliament  wished,  when        isrs 
penal  servitude  was  ordered  in  the  colonies,  that  the  Secretary  of  thb'qcxkh 
State  should  direct  the  place  of  confinement.    As  to  the  opera-     -^^^ 
tion  of  these  Acts  in  the  colonies,  their  only  effect  is  to  authorize        — 
the  sentence  of  penal  servitude  by  conferring  upon  the  Colonial 
Courts  the  jurisdiction  previously  exercised  by  an  Imperial  tri- 
bonal.     The  offence  is  Imperial,  the  legislation  Imperial,  and 
the  operation  of  the  Act  Imperial.    Why,  then  should  it  not  be 
affected  by  subsequent  Imperial  legislation  ?    On  the  other  hand, 
the  Acts  which  regulate  the  execution  of  the  sentence  do  not 
apply  to  the  colonies  at  all,  and  therefore  the  order  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  is  not  required. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  Acts  give  a  power  to  sentence  and  provide 
no  mode  of  execution,  but  the  sentence  itself  implies  a  right  to 
detain  the  convict  in  prison  to  enforce  the  punishment  Through- 
out the  Acts  it  appears  that  penal  servitude  means  compulsory 
detention  with  hard  labour  in  places  fit  for  the  purpose.  They 
then  referred  to  Colonial  Stahde  of  Qaola,  1864,  27  Vict.  c.  219, 
which  empowered  the  (Governor  in  Council  to  appoint  places  of 
confinement,  and  to  an  amending  Act  of  1871,  which  authorized 
the  appointment  of  an  inspector-general  of  penal  establishmenta 
[Sib  Montague  E.  Smith: — There  is  a  practical  distinction 
between  penal  servitude  and  imprisonment  with  hard  labour. 
The  latter  is  carried  out  within  the  walls  of  a  gaol,  and  generally 
there  is  a  limit  in  pomt  of  time.]  A  man  under  sentence 
to  penal  servitude  is  sent  to  gaol,  and  the  gaoler  can  at  least 
detain  him  till  the  order  of  the  Secretary  of  State  is  obtained. 
[Sib  James  W.  Golvile: — I  find  in  the  Ooah  Ad  a  reference 
to  11  Vict.  No.  34,  which  substitutes  other  punishments  for  trans- 
portation.] Originally  the  Colony  of  Vieioria  was  a  part  of  New 
South  Wales.  The  earliest  of  the  Yictorian  laws  are  those  which 
were  enacted  by  the  old  legislative  council  of  New  South  Wales 
before  the  Charter  Act  passed  in  18  &  19  Vict,  whereby  the 
Colonial  Legislature  obtained  power  to  make  laws  in  all  cases 
whatever.  The  laws  passed  by  that  Council,  when  Victoria  was 
subject  to  it,  would  remain  in  force  in  Victoria  until  a£fected  by  sub* 
sequent  legislation  of  Victoria.    [Sir  James  W.  Colvile  :— Only 
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J.  c.       two  sections  of  11  Viet  No.  34,  are  repealed,  viz.,  sects.  5  and  6.] 
1S7:»       Originally  transportation  was  a  punishment  in  the  colony  as  well 
TEEQctMs  ^  ^  Efigland.     Then  labour  on  the  roads  and  on  the  public 
**  ^      works  was  substituted  for  it,  and  then  the  colony  consolidated 
— '     its  criminal  law,  and  by  the  ConsoUdaiUm  Act  regulated  all  punish- 
ments. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  Ck)urt  under  any  circumstances  to  hare 
remanded  the  prisoners.  Admitting  the  imprisonment  to  be  ir- 
regular, where  prisoners  under  sentence  are  brought  up  on  habeas 
corpus^  they  are  not  to  be  set  at  liberty  for  the  mere  irregularity 
of  detention.  The  Court  should  make  such  order  as  is  consistent 
with  law  and  justice.  They  should  either  have  been  remanded  for 
the  Secretary  of  State's  order,  being  under  a  statutory  sentence  ir- 
regularly carried  out,  or  if  deemed  to  have  been  convicted  at  common 
law,  they  should  have  been  remanded  to  whomsoever  by  common 
law  has  the  custody  of  convicted  criminals.  Betums  to  the  writ 
of  habeas  carpus  are  no  doubt  construed  strictly  in  favour  of  liberty, 
but  the  presumption  in  favour  of  liberty  is  shifted  after  sentence. 
The  presumption  cannot  be  in  fietvour  of  letting  a  convicted  felon  out 
of  gaol.  The  object  of  the  habeas  corpus  is  not  necessarily  to  let  a 
man  out  of  confinement,  but  it  may  be  to  change  his  confinement, 
as  in  old  days  from  the  sponging-house  td  the  Fleet  Prison^  and 
the  character  of  the  order  to  be  made  must  depend  on  the  circum- 
stancs  which  appear  before  the  Court.  The  object  of  the  writ  is 
that  the  Court  is  to  make  orders  about  the  person.  i2s^.  v. 
Howes  (1),  where  an  irregular  detention  was  shewn,  and  the  order 
was  not  to  set  at  liberty,  but  to  return  to  a  regular  detention. 
[  Mr.  Field : — ^We  say  the  custody  was  illegal,  not  merely  irregular. 
Sib  Barnes  Peacock  : — You  say  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  no 
power  to  imprison  him  anywhere.  Mr.  Field: — ^No;  if  sect.  6 
does  not  apply  they  might  have  detained  him  till  the  Secretary  of 
State  had  appointed  the  place  of  confinement.  Sib  Baenes  Pea- 
cock : — ^Why  can  they  not  do  that  on  the  return,  assuming  the  re- 
turn to  shew  that  the  custody  was  illegal  ?  Mr.  Fidd : — ^Because 
the  return  insists  on  the  right  to  detain  them  absolutely  for  the 
fifteen  years.    He  referred  to  Be  AUen  (2).]    JEx  parte  Lees  (3), 

(1)  3  E.  &  E.  332.  (2)  3  E.  &  E.  338. 

(3)  E.  B.  <&  E.  828. 
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according  to  which  the  prisoners  ought  not  to  be  discharged  until       J.  G. 
their  sentence    and   judgment  were  reversed:    The   Catuidian       1875 
Prisoners  (1),  otherwise  called  the  case  of  Leonard  Watson  (2).  thbQcbkn 
The  Ciourt  of  Queen's  Bench  remanded  them,  and  then  they  were      moott. 

brought  up  on  habeas  corpus  before  the  Court  of  Exchequen  They       

had  been  convicted  of  treason  in  Canada,  pardoned  on  condition  of 
transportation  to  Van  Diemon^s  Land,  and  were  brought  to  Liverpool 
Gaol.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  also  remanded  them.  The  gaoler 
returned  that  he  detained  them  in  custody  in  the  gaol  at  Liver- 
foci  as  a  measure  ancillary  to  their  transportation  to  Van  DiemerCs 
Lani.  It  appears  from  that  case  that  when  the  Court  had  before 
it  circumstances  justifying  the  prisoner's  detainer  in  one  capacity, 
they  will  not  discharge  him  because  his  detainer  in  another 
capacity  is  irregular.  With  regard  to  Be  AHen  (3),  there  is  a 
broad  distinction.  It  turned  entirely  upon  the  construction  of 
certain  sections  in  the  Mviiny  Act,  and  the  validity  of  an  order  made 
by  the  Adjutant-General.  It  was  a  very  doubtful  question  whether 
the  authority  existed  anywhere  to  order  the  confinement  of  the 
prisoner  in  England.  The  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  could  pro- 
duce no  order  under  which  his  detention  was  justified.  Here,  on 
the  contrary,  the  prisoners  were  legally  tried,  and  legally  convicted 
and  sentenced.  King  v.  Burridge  (4),  where  a  man  had  been  con- 
victed of  clergyable  felony,  and  sentenced  to  transportation,  and 
escaped  from  prison,  and  Burridge  was  indicted  for  helping  him  to 
escape.  There  was  an  elaborate  argument  whether  the  man  was  a  law- 
ful prisoner,  and  it  was  held  that  not  having  undergone  his  sentence 
he  was  lawfully  confined.  In  Beg.  v.  Brenan  (5),  a  case  decided 
under  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  17,  it  was  held  that  the  statutory  pro- 
vision as  to  appointing  a  place  of  confinement  was  directory  only, 
and  the  neglect  of  it  does  not  vitiate  the  detention.  At  common 
law  when  a  felon  has  been  convicted,  and  there  is  no  warrant  of 
commitment,  the  prisoner  is  removed  tmder  sentence  of  the  Court 
orally  pronounced,  and  his  detention  is  good.  In  Attends  Case  (3)  no 
jurisdiction  could  be  exercised  except  under  conditions  which  were 
not  fulfilled,  and  there  was  no  legal  custody  discoverable.    They 

(1)  5  M.  &  W.  32.  (3)  3  E.  &  E.  338. 

(2)  9  Ad.  &  E.  731.  (4)  3  P.  Wms.  439. 

(5)  10  Q,  B.  492-503. 
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J.  c.       referred  to  HiMb  Fleas  of  the  Crown,  p.  593 ;  Eawhins*  Pleas  of 
1875       the  Crown,  Book  II.,  c.  19,  s.  4,  and  Book  II.,  c.  15,  s.  40 ;  Cobbetes 
Tbb  Queen  ^^^^  W »  ^^  *^  *  General  History  of  Transportation  in  vol.  i.  of 
--  *•         Chitty*8  Criminal  Law. 

Mr.  Fiddy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bompaa,  for  the  prisoners,  submitted, 
firsts  that  their  detention  as  returned  by  the  Inspector-General  of 
Gaols  was  illegal,  that  is,  not  authorized  by  law ;  and,  secondly, 
that  under  those  circumstances  the  prisoners  were  entitled  to  their 
dischaiige.  The  return  must  certify  the  cause  captionis  et  deten- 
iionis.  The  return  did  not  shew  that  any  offence  had  been  com- 
mitted against  the  municipal  law,  or  of  which,  but  for  the  provisions 
of  an  Imperial  Act^  the  Courts  of  the  colony  could  take  cognizance. 
It  was  an  imperial  offence  committed  on  the  high  seas ;  it  does  not 
appear  whether  by  British  subjects  or  on  a  British  ship,  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  96,  gives  the  power  to  try  and  adjudicate,  points  out  the 
Court  and  the  procedure,  and  defines  the  pains  and  penalties  to  be 
suffered.  It  recites  two  earlier  statutes ;  the  first  section  is  local 
and  colonial  with  regard  to  the  Courts,  the  second  section  applies 
the  law  of  Enfflcmd  to  the  pain  and  penalty  which  the  convict  is 
to  suffer.  [Sib  Bobebt  P.  Colueb  : — The  effect  of  the  statute 
is  to  treat  the  offence  as  having  been  committed  in  the  colony.] 
Yes ;  subject  to  this,  that  the  punishment  must  be  according  to  the 
law  in  England.  The  law  in  force  as  to  punishment  at  the  date 
of  16  &  17  Vict,  was  9  Geo.  4,  c.  31,  s.  9.  The  alternative  was 
transportation  for  liie  or  a  less  period,  or  imprisonment  not  ex- 
ceeding four  years,  being  a  marked  difference  as  to  the  term. 

Transportation  was  unknown  at  common  law  except  by  way 
of  conditional  pardon :  ChUtya  Crim.  Law,  vol.  i.,  pp.  789,  790, 
791-6.  The  Eaheas  Corpus  Act,  31  Car.  2,  c.  2,  s.  14,  allowed  it 
by  way  of  substitution  for  death.  By  4  Geo.  1,  c.  11,  s.  1,  persons 
convicted  of  certain  specified  offences  were  to  be  sentenced  to  trans* 
portation  and  sent  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be.  8  Geo.  3, 
c.  15 ;  31  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  7,  by  which  offenders  sentenced  to  trans- 
portation may  be  ordered  by  the  Court  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept 
to  hard  labour  in  the  common  gaol  for  the  county  as  therein  men- 
tioned, even  during  the  whole  term  of  their  sentence.     That 

(1)  5  C.  B.  418. 
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statate  was  repealed  by  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  29.    Under  that  Act       J.  0. 
{sect  3)y  His  Majesty,  with  the  advice  of  the  Privy  Council,  was       1875 
to  select  the  place  of  confinement.    [Sir  James  W.  Colvile  : —  the  Qjjesx 
Do  yon  know  how  transportation  was  conducted  in  the  colony?      mouot 

Mr.  Stephen: — The  practice  was  to  transport  from  Vidoria  to  Van       

Diemen^s  Land  and  Tasmania,  under  the  power  of  intercolonial 
transportation,  which  is  recognised  in  5  Gea  4,  c.  84,  s.  17.] 
Throughout  the  Acts  great  jealousy  is  shewn  in  restricting  the 
place  of  custody  to  such  places  as  the  Grown  or  Secretary  of 
State  should  point  out.  It  is  not  unreasonable  that  the  Penal 
ServUude  Ad  should  exhibit  the  same  jealousy.  [Sir  Montague 
E.  Smith  : — ^That  does  not  apply  to  the  selection  of  a  gaol  within 
the  colony  itself.]  As  to  9  G^o.  4,  c.  31,  there  is  nothing  bearing 
on  the  present  subject.  Then  came  the  change  in  the  law  which 
took  place  when  penal  servitude  was  substituted  for  transporta- 
tion, 16  &  17  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6.  Penal  servitude  and  transportation 
are  substantially  the  same  thing  by  different  names. 

Sect  6  of  the  latter  Act  only  legalizes  one  mode  of  detention, 
and  no  other.  The  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  State  is  the  only 
means  of  defining  the  place  of  confinement.  [Sir  Bobebt  P. 
Collier  referred  to  5  Geo.  4,  c  84,  s.  18,  as  at  least  authorizing 
detention  for  a  time.]  Under  sect.  6  the  detention  was  illegal, 
because  the  Secretary  of  State  had  not  appointed  a  place  of  cus- 
tody. Neither  was  the  detention  legalized  under  the  Colonial 
Acts.  See  the  Colonial  Qaols  Ad  of  1864,  which  was  a  Conso- 
lidation Act  of  the  law  relating  to  gaols,  and  in  the  schedule  is 
•contained  the  various  statutes  which  that  Act  repealed.  11  Vict. 
No.  34^  is  one  of  those  Acts  of  which  sects.  5  and  6  are  repealed. 
That  Act  substitutes  other  punishment  for  transportation.  They 
referred  to  Consolidation  of  Criminal  Law,  No.  233,  sect  291, 
and  37  Ss  38  Vict  c.  27,  which  was  passed  in  consequence  of  this 
case. 

The  next  question  is,  assuming  that  the  prisoners  were  not  law- 
fully in  custody,  are  they  entitled  to  be  discharged  ?  That  depends 
upon  the  law  of  habeas  corpus.  See  Bacon's  Abridgment,  tit 
Eaheas  Corpm,  Letter  A.  The  return  may  be  amended  at  any 
moment  up  to  filing  it.  Originally  it  may  have  been  bad,  but  up 
to  filing  it  the  person  detaining  may  amend  and  state  the  true 

3  X  2 


296  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  COUNCIL.  [L.R. 

J.  C.        cause  of  detention.    See  also,  under  same  title,  Letter  B.  Ecibea^ 

1875        Corpus  ad  subjiciendum.    They  referred  to  Cokeys  Institutes  (2Qd 

Thk  Qcebn  par^  ^^  "  Nullus  Liber  Homo,  &c."  of  Magna  Charta,  p.  55,  and  to 

Mount      *'^®   Statute  of  Charles  II. ;  also  to  Bex  v.  Beybd  (1) ;   Bex  v. 

*     msh  (2);  Bex  v.  Soudm  (3);  Leonard  Waison's  Case  (4);  Be 

Allen  (5).  The  precise  cause  of  detention  must  be  stated  in  the 
return.  They  referred  also  to  Ex  parte  Krans  (6).  The  gaoler 
must  state  in  the  retam  the  particular  ground  on  which  he  relies. 
The  question  is  whether  that  return,  construed  strictly  in  favour  of 
liberty,  discloses  a  right  to  detain.  In  this  case  he  returned  that 
he  was  holding  the  prisoners  in  a  form  of  imprisonment  which  was 
illegal  if  for  more  than  four  years,  while  he  also  returned  that  he 
was  detaining  them  ^'for  the  cause  and  to  the  end"  that  they 
might  undergo  a  sentence  of  fifteen  years'  penal  servitude. 

Mr.  Fitzjames  Stephen,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  accepted  the  Bespon- 
dent's  construction  of  the  statutes  from  4  Greo.  1  to  16  &  17  Yict., 
viz.,  that  all  through  the  Acts  relating  to  transportation  the  provi- 
sions were  such  that  the  Courts  regarded  with  great  jealousy  the 
execution  of  the  punishment  of  transportation,  and  the  Crown 
alone  was  to  have  the  right  to  point  out  the  place  to  which  trans* 
portation  should  be  effected.  But,  he  repeated,  that  the  whole  of 
the  English  Acts,  with  one  or  two  exceptions,  were  applicable  to 
sentences  passed  in  Oreat  Britain  for  offences  liable  to  be  tried  ia 
Oreai  Britain.  Throughout  there  was  no  provision  which  bore 
upon  the  execution  of  .that  part  of  the  sentence  which  was  to  b& 
executed  in  the  colony.  Nor,  with  two  or  three  exceptions,  do 
they  refer  to  punishments  inflicted  in  the  colony  after  sentence 
passed  in  the  colony.  Each  Act,  down  to  20  &  21  Vict,  applies 
entirely  to  England,  and  the  task  of  executing  sentence  in  the 
colony  is  left  to  be  determined  by  colonial  legislation. . 

As  to  the  history  of  colonial  transportation,  the  first  reference 
to  it  is  in  sect.  17  of  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84 ;  see  also  sect.  3 ;  and  6  (reo.  4, 
c.  69,  s.  4.  Then  as  to  the  public  statutes  of  New  South  Wales. 
Down  to  the  Charter  Ad,  Victoria,  under  the  name  of  Port  Philip, 

(1)  4  B.  &  A.  243.  (4)  9  Ad.  &  E.  731 ;  5  M.  &  W.  32. 

(2)  Ibid.  1^95.  (5)  3  E.  &  E.  338. 

(3)  Ibid.  294.  (C)  1  B.  &  C.  258. 
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formed  part  of  New  South  WaleSy  and  Victoria  is  still  governed       J.  0. 
by  laws  of  New  South  Wales  passed  before  the  Charter  Act.    See       1875 
7  Greo.  4,  No.  5,  which  recites  the  said  6  Greo.  4,  c.  69,  an  Order  the  Qubbn 
in  Council  of  the  11th  of  November,  1825,  made  under  that  Act,      mqcht 

and  a  proclamation  (in  1826)  of  the  Grovernor  of  New  South  Wales,       

appointing  certain  penal  settlements.  That  power  was  first  dele- 
gated to  the  Governor  by  6  Geo.  4,  c  69.  Then  see  11  Geo.  4, 
No.  12,  and  3  Will.  4,  No.  3,  which  repealed  and  consolidated  the 
former  Acts.  Then  we  come  to  11  Vict.  No.  34, 13  &  14  Vict. 
No.  49 ;  then  the  Consolidation  of  Grim.  Law,  27  Vict.  No.  233. 
Just  as  in  England  penal  servitude  was  substituted  for  transporta- 
tion, so  hard  labour  in  public  works  was  substituted  for  trans- 
portation in  Victoria,  and  consequently  such  hard  labour  must  be 
regulated  by  the  colonial  statutes.  Hence  the  proper  way  of 
executing  this  sentence  was  under  the  Oaoh  Act,  1864,  and  16  &  17 
Vict,  c  99,  s.  6,  does  not  apply. 

As  to  habeas  corpus.  Coke's  Institutes  and  Bacon's  Abridgment 
are  not  exhaustive.  A  convicted  felon  is  not  to  escape  because  the 
return  of  his  gaoler  is  not  justified  on  the  particular  ground  alleged, 
though  it  may  be  justifiable  otherwise.  It  is  only  to  be  construed 
in  favour  of  liberty  when  a  prima  facie  title  to  liberty  is  made  out. 
Here  it  is  admitted  that  the  Inspector-General  had  a  right  to 
detain  if  he  had  returned  to  the  efiect  that  he  was  detaining  till 
the  Groyernment  had  invoked  the  interference  of  the  Secretary  of 
State  in  the  afi!airs  of  the  colony.  At  all  events,  the  gaoler  had 
a  right  to  detain,  and  the  Court  should  have  decided  whether  he 
should  do  so  till  the  sentence  had  been  fully  executed,  or  till  the 
Secretary  of  State  had  given  directions.  Hale's  Fleas  of  the 
Crown,  p.  410,  on  Execution,  c.  57,  No.  4.  [Sib  Montague  E. 
Smith: — As  in  a  criminal  case  we  cannot  take  an  admission, 
how  do  you  establish  that  the  sentence  is  a  legal  one  ?]  It  is 
passed  under  16  &  17  Vict,  and  20  &  21  Vict,  of  the  Imperial 
Legislature.  The  local  extent  of  those  Acts  must  be  determined 
by  considering  the  nature  of  their  provisions.  [Sib  Barnes 
Peacock: — Suppose  16  &  17  Vict  does  not  apply  to  the  colonies, 
and  that  the  Court  ought  to  have  passed  a  sentence  of  hard  labour 
on  the  roads,  can  we  review  their  judgment  on  a  writ  of  habeas 
^eoTfUB  f    In  appeal  we  could  rectify  the  judgment^  and  a  Court, 
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J.  C.       e,g.^  the  Common  Pleas,  may  have  no  criminal  jorisdiction,  while 

1875       it  has  in  writs  of  hoiheas  corpt^.]     The  prisoners  can  only  take 

Thb'qdxen  advantage  of  error  in  the  sentence  by  appeal,  or  on  writ  of  error. 

jj  *•         [Mr.  BcmpoB  referred  to  Ex  parte  Dunn  (1)  to  explain  the  aban- 

—       donment  of  that  point,  and  to  Be  Crawford  (2).]  Ex  parte  Lee»  (3) 

is  to  the  same  effect 

J^  The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

iforr^ie.    g^  Montague  E.  Smith  :— 

The  Bespondents  (Moumt  and  Morris)  were  tried  at  the  sessiont^ 
of  the  Supreme  Criminal  Court  of  the  Colony  of  Vieloriaf  upon  a 
criminal  information  for  murder  committed  on  board  a  British 
ship  on  the  high  seas,  and  were  convicted'of  manslaughter. 

The  Chief  Justice,  who  tried  them,  entertaining  doubts  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  sentence  which,  by  law,  might  be  passed,  consulted 
the  other  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  who  were  of  opinion  that 
a  sentence  of  penal  servitude  might  be  awarded ;  and,  accordingly, 
at  a  subsequent  sessions,  the  Bespondents  were  sentenced  to  penal 
servitude  for  fifteen  years. 

In  pursuance  of  this  sentence  the  Bespondents  were  first  con* 
fined  in  a  gaol  at  MeJboumey  being  a  public  gaol  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Colonial  Act,  the  Statute  of  Oaoh,  1864,  and  were 
afterwards,  under  a  warrant  of  the  Inspector-General  of  Penal 
Establishments,  removed  to  another  gaol  at  Pentridge,  being  also 
a  public  gaol  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  Act^  there  to  be 
detained  until  the  expiration  of  their  sentence,  or  until  discharged 
or  removed  by  lawful  authority. 

The  Bespondents,  complaining  that  their  detention  in  Penlridge 
Oacl  was  illegal,  obtained  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Victoria,  to  which  the  Inspector-General  made 
the  following  return : — [His  Lordship  read  it  (4).] 

After  hearing  arguments  upon  this  return,  the  Court  made  an 
order  that  the  prisoners  **  be  discharged  from  their  imprisonment 
and  set  at  large,"  mainly,  as  appears  from  their  judgment,  on  the 
ground  that  a  sentence  of  penal  servitude  cannot  be  carried  out  in 

(1)  17  L.  J.  (C.P.)  97.  .  (3)  E.  B.  &  E.  828. 

(2)  18  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  275.  (4)  See  ante,  p.  285. 
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any  gaol  in  the  colony  without  the  preliminary  direction  of  one  J.  0. 
of  Her  Majesty's  Secretaries  of  State.  The  judgment  on  this  1875 
point  concludes  as  follows : —  The^Qckhh 

'*The  punishment  of  transportation  could  not  have  been  en-  Momrr. 
forced  unless  the  King  in  Council  appointed  the  places  to  which 
offenders  were  to  be  transported,  nor  unless  the  Secretary  of  State 
specified  which  of  the  places  so  appointed  each  particular  offender 
was  to  be  sent  to  (5  Geo,  4,  c.  84,  s.  3).  A  sentence  of  penal  ser- 
Titude,  whether  passed  in  the  Untied  Kingdom  or  in  a  colony, 
requires  the  same  preliminary  act  of  a  Secretary  of  State  (16  &  17 
Vict  c.  99,  e.  6).  Without  it  the  sentence  cannot  be  put  into 
execution.  In  cases  of  penal  servitude  it  ascertains  the  place 
where  the  hard  labour  is  to  be  performed,  just  as  in  ordinary  cases 
the  sentence  of  the  Court  ascertains  the  gaol  in  which  imprison- 
ment is  to  be  undergone ;  and  although  the  discipline  to  which 
the  prisoners  are  subjected  may  be,  as  was  urged  by  the  Attorney- 
General,  the  same  as  if  the  Secretary  of  State's  direction  had  been 
obtained,  the  imprisonment  which  the  prisoners  are  now  under- 
going is  not  in  accordance  with  the  sentence  passed  upon  them 
nor  is  it  in  any  way  subservient  or  auxiliary  to  its  execution," 

The  present  appeal  is  from  the  order  discharging  the  Be- 
spondents. 

It  was  not  disputed  by  their  counsel  at  their  Lordships'  Bar 
that  the  sentence  of  penal  servitude  was  correct,  and  their  argu- 
ment was  limited  to  alleged  errors  in  the  manner  of  its  execution. 

Before,  however,  dealing  with  these  objections,  it  will  be  con- 
venient shortly  to  consider  the  statutory  law  on  which  the  sentence 
itself  is  founded. 

The  jurisdiction  to  try  persons  charged  with  offences  committed 
on  the  sea  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty,  was,  for  the 
first  time,  conferred  on  Colonial  Criminal  Courts  in  1849,  by  the 
Imperial  Act  (12  &  13  Vict  c.  96).  For  this  purpose  it  was 
enacted  (sect.  1)  that  these  Courts  should  have  the  same  jurisdic- 
tion for  trying  such  offences,  and  be  empowered  to  take  and 
exercise  all  such  proceedings  for  bringing  persons  charged  there- 
with to  trial,  and  '^  for  and  auxiliary  to  and  consequent  upon  the 
trial,''  as  by  the  law  of  the  colony  might  have  been  taken  if  the 
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J.  0.        offence  had  been  committed  upon  any  waters  within  the  limits  of 
1875        the  colony. 
^  "^  The  second  section,  which  relates  to  the  sentence  to  be  passed 

V.         in  such  cases,  provides  that  convicted  persons  shall  be  subject  to 
^_-.  '     the  same  punishment  as  **  by  any  law  now  in  force  "  persons  con- 
victed of  the  same  offence  would  be  liable  to  in  case  such  offence 
had  been  committed,  and  was  ''  inquired  of,  tried,  and  adjudged 
in  En,gland*' 

The  words  ''  now  in  force"  occasioned  the  doubts  entertained  by 
the  Chief  Justice  as  to  the  nature  of  the  sentence  to  be  passed. 

At  the  time  this  Act  passed  the  punishment  for  manslaughter 
in  England  (under  the  9  G-eo.  4,  c.  81,  s.  9)  was  transportation 
for  life,  or  for  a  term  not  less  than  seven  years,  or  imprisonment, 
with  or  without  hard  labour,  not  exceeding  four  years,  or  fine. 

In  consequence  of  the  difiSculty  of  finding  suitable  places  to 
which  offenders  might  be  transported,  penal  servitude  was  substi- 
tuted in  some  cases  for  this  punishment  by  the  16  &  17  Viet, 
c.  99.  This  Act  was  soon  followed  by  the  20  &  21  Vict  c.  3, 
which  enacted  that  no  person  should  be  sentenced  to  transporta- 
tion, and  that  persons  who,  if  the  Act  had  not  passed,  might  have 
been  sentenced  to  transportation,  should  be  liable  to  be  sentenced 
"  to  be  kept  in  penal  servitude." 

It  could  not  be  disputed  that  penal  servitude  would  have  been 
a  proper  sentence  if  the  Respondents  had  been  tried  in  England, 
and  the  doubt  thrown  upon  the  validity  of  such  a  sentence  in  the 
colony  arises  upon  the  question  whether  the  words  ''  now  in  force  " 
in  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  96,  allow  of  the  application  in  the  colonies 
of  the  punishment  substituted  in  England  for  that  in  force  when 
the  Act  passed. 

On  this  question  their  Lordships  think  that,  although  the 
Imperial  Act  abolishing  transportation  does  not  in  terms  include 
the  colonies,  it  is  applicable  to  them  with  respect  to  the  sentences 
to  be  passed  on  persons  convicted  in  the  colonies  of  offences  only 
triable  there  by  virtue  of  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  conferred  by 
the  Imperial  Act  on  Colonial  Courts.  Such  offences  might  be 
tried,  after  that  Act,  either  in  England  or  the  colonies,  and  the 
Legislature  clearly  expressed  its  intention  that  the  punishment 
should  be  the  same,  wherever  the  trial  might  take  place.    This 
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general  intent  and  policy  shouldi  therefore^  govern  the  constnic-  j.  c. 
tion  of  the  Acts,  unless  it  plainly  appears  from  the  language  of  1S75 
the  later  statute  that  the  Legislature  meant  to  change  it.  TheQuxek 

The  words  "  now  in  force,"  in  the  original  Act,  no  doubt  apply 
in  terms  to  the  existing  law.  But  the  latter  part  of  the  section, 
directing  that  the  punishment  should  be  the  same  as  it  would 
have  been  if  the  offence  ^'  were  inquired  of,  tried,  and  adjudged  in 
England**  shew  with  distinctness  that  the  Imperial  Legislature 
was  conferring  power  upon  the  colonies  to  try  offences  properly 
cognizable  in  England,  with  the  consequences  which  would  have 
attended  a  trial  there.  The  punishment  was«accordingly  directed 
to  be  the  same  as  it  would  have  been  by  the  existing  law  if  the 
offence  had  been  tried  in  England. 

When  the  Imperial  Legislature  altered  that  law,  and  substituted 
penal  servitude  for  transportation,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
the  alteration  was  intended  to  embrace  sentences  for  offences 
tried  in  the  colonies  under  the  special  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the 
12  &  13  Yict.,  since  there  is  no  trace  of  any  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  Legislature  to  change  the  policy  of  that  Act,  which  orders 
these  sentences  to  be  passed  according  to  the  law  of  England. 

This  construction  creates  no  conflict  between  Imperial  and  Colo- 
nial authority,  and  in  no  way  affects  the  rights  and  privileges  of 
the  Colonial  Legislatures.  It  simply  affirmis  that  the  Imperial 
statute  which  gave  the  Courts  of  the  colonies,  qtioad  offences  com- 
mitted upon  the  seas  beyond  their  territorial  limits,  a  jurisdiction 
which  their  own  Legislatures  could  not  confer,  was  altered  by  a 
subsequent  Imperial  Act. 

Their  Lordships  therefore  see  no  reason  for  disagreeing  with 
the  Judges  who  advised  the  Chief  Justice  that  a  sentence  of  penal 
servitude  might  be  passed  upon  the  Bespondents. 

The  only  question  argued  at  the  Bar,  on  behalf  of  the  Bespon- 
dents, related  to  the  manner  of  executing  this  sentence  in  the 
colony,  and  must  now  be  considered. 

At  the  passing  of  the  Act  conferring  Admiralty  jurisdiction  on 
the  colonies  (12  &  13  Vict.),  the  punishment  for  manslaughter, 
according  to  English  law,  was,  as  already  stated,  transportation,  or 
imprisonment  with  hard  labour  for  four  years. 

The  17th  section  of  the  Imperial  Act  (5  Geo.  4,  c.  84),  which 
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J.  C.       consolidates  the  earlier  Acts  relating  to  transportation,  recognised 

1875        the  power,  then  existing  in  some  colonies,  to  transport  offenders; 

The  Qcsen  ^^^  ^7  *^®  ^^^^  section  of  the  Imperial  Act,  passed  in  the  follow- 

Motkt      ^^^  ^^^^  (^  ^^*  **  ^*  ^^^*  *^®  ^^°S  ^^  empowered,  by  an  Order 

in  Council,  to  authorize  governors  of  colonies  to  appoint  places  to 

which  offenders  sentenced  in  the  colonies  to  transportation  should 
be  sent. 

The  Colonial  Acts  of  New  8ou(h  WaJea,  which  then  included 
Victoria  (afterwards  made  applicable  to  the  new  colony  by  the 
14  Vict.  No.  49),  shew  that  an  Order  in  Council  was  issued  by 
the  King  under  the4ast-mentioned  statute,  and  that  provision  was 
made  by  the  Colonial  Legislature  for  carrying  sentences  of  trans- 
portation into  execution:  see  7  Geo.  4,  No.  5;  11  Geo.  4,  No.  12; 
3  WiU.  4,  No.  3. 

But  the  same  difficulty  of  carrying  into  execution  sentences  of 
transportation  was  experienced  in  the  colonies  as  existed  in  Enff- 
land,  and  accordingly  by  the  New  South  WaJea  Act  (11  Vict.  c.  34), 
it  was  enacted,  whilst  continuing  the  sentence  of  transportation, 
that  in  lieu  thereof  offenders  might  be  sentenced  to  be  kept  to 
hard  labour  on  roads  or  public  works. 

Such  was  the  state  of  the  Colonial  law  relating  to  transportation 
when  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to  try  offenders  was  conferred  on 
Colonial  Courts  (12  &  13  Vict),  and  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
sufficient  reason  for  saying,  if  a  sentence  of  transportation  had 
then  been  awarded  in  the  colony,  that  its  execution  should  have 
been  transferred  to  the  English  authorities.  The  direction  in  the 
Act  that  the  punishment  should  be  the  same  as  if  the  trial  had 
been  in  EnffJand  is  satisfied  by  holding  that  the  nature  of  the 
sentence  must  be  the  same.  It  could  hardly  have  been  intended, 
if  the  sentence  were  imprisonment,  that  the  offender  should  be 
sent  to  England  to  be  confined  in  an  Engh'sh  gaol ;  or  that  the 
provisions  relatmg  to  transportation  from  England,  which  include 
power  to  imprison  in  English  gaols  (see  5  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  ss.  18, 19), 
should  be  put  in  force. 

When  the  law  of  England  abolished  transportation,  and  sub- 
stituted for  it  penal  servitude,  the  latter,  as  already  stated,  became 
a  sentence  which  might  be  lawfully  passed  by  the  Colonial  Courts 
when  acting  under  their  Admiralty  criminal  jurisdiction. 


VOL.  VL]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  303 

The  argnment  for  the  Bespondents  came  to  this :  that  there       J.  c. 
being  no  such  panishment  as  ''penal  servitude/'  eo  naminey  in       1875 
ViebyriOy  such  a  sentence^conld  be  carried  into  execution  only  in  THBQunor 
accordance  with  the  [disciplinary   regulations   of  the  English      uocht 

statutes,  and  if  those  regulations  were  not  applicable,  that  it       

could  not  be  carried  into  effect  at  all. 

It  was  said  that  the  6th  clause  of  the  Imperial  Act  (16  &  17 
Vict),  which  for  the  first  time  introduced  penal  servitude  as  a 
substitute  for  transportation,  was  applicable  to  colonial  sentences. 
This  section  enacts  that  persons  sentenced  to  penal  servitude  may 
be  confined  in  such  prison  or  place  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  in 
Her  Majesty's  dominions  beyond  seas,  as  a  Secretary  of  State  may 
direct.  The  Supreme  Court  yielded  to  this  contention,  and  held 
that  without  a  preliminary  order  of  a  Secretary  of  State  appoint- 
ing the  prison  or  place  where  the  labour  was  to  be  performed,  the 
sentence  could  not  be  put  into  execution. 

The  question  is  not  free  from  difficulty ;  but  their  Lordships, 
on  the  whole,  think  that  the  directions  in  the  6th  clause  form  no 
part  of  the  sentence.  They  are  not  contained  in  the  section  of 
the  Act  defining  the  nature  of  the  sentence,  nor  are  they  em- 
bodied in  it  when  judicially  pronounced.  It  appears  to  them  that 
these  provisions  relate  only  to  the  manner  of  its  execution  and  to 
matters  of  administration,  and  therefore  need  not  be  resorted  to 
in  the  case  of  sentences  passed  in  the  colonies,  which,  in  their 
view,  may  be  carried  into  effect  in  accordance  with  the  procedure 
provided  by  thenu 

It  is  then  said  that  no  legislative  provision  has  been  made  in 
the  colony  for  executing  this  sentence.  Supposing  this  were  so, 
and  that  a  sentence  of  penal  servitude  had  been  absolutely  new  in 
the  colony,  it  could  by  no  means  follow  after  the  Imperial  Legis- 
lature had  directed  such  a  sentence  to  be  awarded,  that,  when 
passed,  it  might  be  treated  as  null,  because  no  means  had  pre- 
viously been  provided  there  for  carrying  it  into  effect. 

Sut,  on  behalf  of  the  Attorney-General,  it  is  urged  that  means 
do  exist  in  the  colony  for  executing  an  analogous  sentence,  which 
are  adapted  to  executing  that  of  penal  servitude. 

The  Imperial  Act,  which  substitutes  penal  servitude  for  trans- 
portation, defines  or  describes  the  sentence  only  by  the^  following 
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J  0.       terms :  that  the  offender  " be  kept  in  penal  servitude  ;**  "kept,"  of 
1875        course,  implies   detention,   and    "penal  servitude"    compulsory 
ThbQuekn  labour.    This,  then,  is  the  nature  of  the  sentence. 
Mount  ■"■^^  Colonial  Act  (11  Vict  c.  34),  provides  that  in  lieu  of  trans- 

portation  offenders  may  be  sentenced  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour  on 

roads  or  public  works ;  and  now,  by  the  Criminal  Law  Consolidor 
tion  Ad  (27  Vict  No.  233),  transportation  is  virtually  abolished  in 
the  colony,  and  detention  and  keeping  to  hard  labour  on  public 
works  at  places  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose  is  substituted 
for  it  (sect.  291). 

By  the  Statute  of  Oads,  1864,  the  Grovemor  in  Council  may 
appoint  places  in  Victoria  at  which  offenders  under  such  a  sentence 
of  detention  shall  be  detained  and  kept  to  hard  labour  (sect.  4), 
and  it  is  directed  that  all  gaols  and  hulks  shall  be  under  the 
charge  and  direction  of  the  sheriff,  or  such  other  officer  as  the 
Governor  may  appoint  (sect.  8).  By  a  later  Act  (the  Statute  of 
Gaols  Amendment  Act^  1871),  the  8th  section  of  the  former  Act  is 
repealed,  and  the  Governor  in  Council  is  empowered  to  appoint  an 
Inspector-General  of  Penal  Establishments,  who  was  to  have  the 
charge- and  direction  of  all  gaols  and  hulks,  with  power  to  remove 
prisoners  under  sentence  from  one  gaol  to  another.  This  statutory 
officer  was  invested  with  the  powers  which  before  belonged  to  the 
sheriff. 

Moreover,  by  a  recent  Imperial  statute,  the  Colonial  Prisoners 
Removal  Act^  1869,  which  in  effect  authorizes  intercolonial  trans- 
portation, it  is  enacted  that  prisoners,  **  under  sentence  of  trans- 
portation, imprisonment,  or  penal  servitude,"  may  be  removed 
under  certain  conditions  and  regulations,  and  by  agreement  be- 
tween any  two  colonies,  from  one  colony  to  the  other,  for  the 
purpose  of  undergoing  their  sentence  in  the  other  colony.  This 
statute  recognises  ''  penal  servitude ''  as  a  punishment  existing  in, 
at  least,  some  colonies,  and  places  it  in  the  same  category  with 
"  transportation  and  imprisonment.'* 

In  the  result,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  upon  a  review  of 
the  above-mentioned  Acts  of  the  Imperial  and  Colonial  Legis- 
latures, that  sentences  of  penal  servitude,  in  other  words,  of  deten- 
tion and  compulsory  service,  may  be  carried  into  execution  in  the 
colony ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  return  of  the  Inspector-General 
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that  he  detained  the  Bespondents  by  virtue  of  the  sentence  passed  j.  c. 
upon  their  conviction  **  for  the  cause  and  to  the 'end  that  they  may  1875 
imdergo  such  sentence,"  is  sufficient  Xg,  Quxbs^ 

But  if  this  were  not  so,  and  if  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  were  right  in  holding  that  an  order  of  the  Secretary  of 
State  was  necessary,  their  Lordships  think  they  erred  in  setting 
the  prisoners  at  large.  In  any  event,  some  time  must  have  elapsed 
after  the  sentence  had  been  passed  before  such  an  order  could  be 
obtained,  during  which  the  prisoners  must  have  been  necessarily 
detained  by  the  Inspector-General,  as  the  statutory  sheriff;  and 
in  any  view  of  the  case,  the  Court  should,  in  their  opinion,  have 
remanded  the  prisoners  to  his  custody,  to  give  the  opportunity  for 
an  application  to  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  order  the  Court 
thought  necessary.  The  prisoners  who  had  been  convicted  of 
felony,  ought  not  to  have  been  set  at  large  during  the  term  of 
their  sentence,  until  it  was  clear  that  no  lawful  means  of  executing 
it  could  be  found :  Ex  parte  Krans  (1) ;  Parker's  Case  (2). 

The  case  of  Bex  v.  Allen  (3)  was  exceptional  in  its  circumstances ; 
the  prisoner  had  been  tried  by  a  court  martial  in  India,  and  when 
he  had  been  brought  to  England  under  an  invalid  warrant,  there 
seemed  to  be  no  lawful  way  of  carrying  the  sentence  into  effect 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  to  reverse  the  order  under  appeal. 

Attorneys  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Freskfidds  dt  Williams. 
Attorneys  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  Stoneham  db  Legge. 

(1)  1  B.  &  C.  258.  (2)  6  M.  &  W.  32. 

(3)  3  E.  &  E.  338. 
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J.0.»      WILHELM  GUSTAV  MIEDBRODT  .     .     .     Dbfendaht; 

1875  ^^jjD 


^«jj^^  •  JAMES  OHAELES  FITZSIMON    .     .     •     .     Plaintiff. 


THE  "ENERGIE." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  APPEAL  IN  CHANCERY, 

IRELAND. 

Merchant  Shipping  Ad  Amendmmt  Act,  1862,  m.  67,  68— TFronfl/W  Detention 
of  Cargo  under  a  Stop  Order  for  an  exces&ive  Amount— Master  warehousing 
Goods — Damages^ 

The  K  was  chartered  at  Memd  in  October,  1872,  to  deliver  at  Dublin  a 
fall  cargo  of  timber  under  a  bill  of  lading  dated  the  6th  of  November,  duly 
indorsed  tor  Respondent,  making  the  freight  payable  "as  per  charterparty/' 
at  a  specified  rate,  to  be  ascertained  by  measurement.  At  Copenhagen 
necessary  repairs  were  executed,  for  expenses  of  which  the  master  (the 
Appellant)  passed  a  bottomry  bond  on  ship,  cargo,  and  freight  for  £2975, 
payable  three  days  after  the  ship's  safe  arrival  in  DvMin^  which  took  place 
on  the  15th  of  April,  1878.  Thereupon  the  Appellant  refused  to  deliver  the 
cargo  to  the  Respondent  until  receipt  of  the  contribution  which  was  due 
from  him  for  general  average,  then  calculated  at  £1221.  This  the  Respon- 
dent refused,  but  on  the  28th  he  offered  to  pay  the  freight  and  give  an 
average  bond.  On  the  Ist  of  May  the  owners  claimed  a  lien  on  the  caigo 
for  that  amount  and  for  £700  freight,  but  subsequently  the  average  payable 
by  cargo  was  ascertained  to  be  £1136,  and  the  owners  offered  to  release  the 
same  on  receipt  of  £1800;  but  the  Respondent  declined  to  give  mora 
than  £1750. 

On  the  drd  of  May  the  Appellant,  notwithstanding  the  Respondent's  offer 
on  that  day  to  pay  l^e  average  contribution  in  full,  and  to  give  security  for 
the  freight,  proceeded  to  discharge  the  timber  into  a  warehouse  of  the 
Dublin  Port  and  Docks  Board  under  sects.  67  and  68  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act,  1862,  putting  upon  it  a  stop  order  for  the 
sum  of  £2200,  or  £360  in  excess  of  what  was  due  by  the  Respondent.  On 
the  12th  the  Respondent  paid  the  said  sum  of  £1136,  and  subsequently 
tendered  payment  of  freight  and  (under  protest)  of  charges,  but  the  owners 
refused  to  release  the  cargo  until  he  had  discharged  the  stop  order  by  paying 
the  £2200,  which  he  did  after  action  brought,  and  was  then  repaid  the  balance, 
£1498,  due  to  him  thereout. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  Respondent  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in 


*  Present : — Sib  Jakes  W.  Coltilb,  Sib  Babnes  Peacock,  Sib  Moktagus 
E,  Smith,  and  Sib  Robbbt  P,  Collieb.  ^ 


VOL.  VL]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  307 

Irdand  against  the  sliip  under  the  37  th  section  of  the  Court  of  AdmiraUy  J.  C. 
{Ireland)  Act^  1867,  claiming  damages  in  respect  of  certain  breaches  of  ^875 
duty  and  breaches  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant : —  ^^v^ 

Edd  (affirming  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland)^  that  Mimdbrodt 
the  right  of  action  was  complete  on  the  3rd  of  May,  uid  that  it  must  be  -girmMoa. 
remanded  to  the  Admiralty  Court  to  ascertain  the  damages.  

Although  the  shipowner  was  at  liberty  to  land  the  goods  under  the  67th   ^^  ^^^^    n 

section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act^  the  Bespondent        

having  *'  failed  to  land  and  take  delivery,*'  yet  there  had  been  inserted  in 
the  stop  order  a  sum  manifestly  and  grossly  in  excess  of  that  for  which  the 
master  could  hondftde  daim  a  lien,  and  consequently  the  detention  of  the 
cargo  thereunder  was  a  wrongful  act. 

And  after  the  payment  of  £1136  it  was  clearly  the  duty  of  the  master 
to  reduce  the  stop  order  to  the  amount  for  which  he  then  had  or  could 
reasonably  claim  a  lien« 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chancery, 
Ireland,  dated  the  13th  of  May,  1874  (1),  which  reversed  a  de- 
cree of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  Ireland,  dated  the  12th  of 
January,  1874. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  of  which  an  outline  is  given  in  the  above 
head-note,  are  sufSciently  stated  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lord- 
ships. 

Mr.  Cohen,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Clarkson,  for  the  Appellant. 

Mr.  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /.  C.  MaOmo,  for  the  Bespondent. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sib  James  W.  Colvile  :— 

The  question  on  this  appeal  is  whether  the  Bespondent  (the 
Plaiatiff  in  the  cause  and  the  owner  of  the  cargo),  has  established 
a  good  cause  of  action  against  the  Appellant  (the  master  of  the 
ship  Energie),  for  breach  of  duty  or  of  contract  in  relation  to 
the  delivery  of  the  cargo.  The  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  in  Ireland  held  that  he  had  failed  to  do  so,  and  dis- 
missed his  suit  The  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chancery  in  Ireland,  to 
which,  subject  to  a  final  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  an 
appeal  from  the  Court  of  Admiralty  lies,  reversed  that  decision, 
maintained  the  action,  and  remitted  the  case  to  the  Court  below 

(1)  See  Irish  Eq.  Bep.  9  Eq.  58. 
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for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  damages.  The  present  appeal 
is  against  that  judgment. 

As  to  the  principal  facts  in  the  cause,  there  is  little  or  no  dis- 
pute. The  vessel  was  chartered  at  Memd  on  the  8th  of  October, 
1872,  by  the  agent  of  Joseph  Dowson  &  Co.,  of  Londor^  who 
shipped  thereon  a  fall  cargo  of  fir  timber  to  be  delivered  at  the 
port  of  Bvhlin  under  a  bill  of  lading,  dated  the  6th  of  Kovember, 
and  duly  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  owner  of  the  cargo.  This 
bill  of  lading  describes  the  timber  by  running  feet,  but  makes  the 
freight  payable  "  as  per  charterparty ;"  and  under  the  latter  in- 
strument freight  is  to  be  calculated  "  per  load  of  fifty  cubic  feet 
calliper  measure."  The  vessel  encountered  severe  weather  in  the 
Baltic,  and  had  to  put  into  Copenhagen  for  repairs,  for  the  expenses 
of  which  the  master  passed  a  bottomry  bond  for  £2975,  payable  at 
or  before  the  expiration  of  three  days  after  the  safe  arrival  of  the 
ship  in  Dublin,  and  hypothecating  ship,  cargo,  and  freight.  The 
validity  of  this  bottomry  bond  is  not  disputed.  A  general  average 
statement  was  adjusted  by  which  the  sum  of  £1221  2s.  lid,  was 
charged  against  the  cargo. 

The  ship  arrived  in  Dvhlin  on  the  15th  of  April,  1873. 

There  is  some  dispute  as  to  what  then  took  place.  The  Plain- 
tiff by  his  petition  alleges  that  on  that  day  the  master  called 
upon  him  and  informed  him  of  the  claim  on  the  foot  of  the 
bottomry  bond,  and  that  until  it  was  settled  he  could  not  deliver 
the  cargo.  But  in  his  evidence  he  says  this  statement  in  his 
pleading  is  incorrect;  that  the  master  called  upon  him  on  the 
16th,  and  promised  to  commence  delivery  on  the  foUowieg  day, 
but  on  the  17th  refused  to  do  so,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
received  orders  from  the  ship's  agents  in  London  (Messrs.  Hoffman 
&  Co.)  not  to  deliver  until  he  should  receive  further  directions 
from  them,  there  being  a  charge  on  the  cargo.  The  master's 
evidence  supports  the  statement  in  the  petition.  Certain,  how- 
ever, it  is,  that  on  the  18th  the  master  called  on  the  Plaintiff  with 
a  telegram  of  that  date  received  from  Messrs.  Hoffman  &  Co., 
which  is  in  these  words; — ** Average  statement  ready.  Net 
amount  due  from  cargo  £1221  2s.  lid.  Ask  receivers  whether 
they  wish  statement  sent  to  Dublin,  or  delivered  here.  We  must 
have  this  money  to  pay  bottomry  before  discharging  commences/' 
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And  then  at  least,  if  not  before,  the  master  seems  distinctly  to 
hare  claimed  a  right  of  lien  on  the  cargo  for  the  amount  due  for 
general  average. 

The  Plaintiff  appears  to  have  referred  this  question  of  general 
ayerage  to  his  London  agents  (Messrs.  Toffart,  Boyson,  it  8lee), 
who  submitted  it  to  the  underwriters. 

Between  the  18th  of  April  and  the  1st  of  May,  some  corre- 
spondence went  on  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  master  in  DtMin 
and  their  respeotive  agents  in  London.  In  Dublin  the  Plaintiff 
writes  on  the  28th  of  April  to  the  master :  ''  We  have  got  a  tele- 
gram  from  London  stating  that  your  claim  will  be  paid,  and  there 
is  nothing  to  preyent  your  discharging  our  cargo,  and  we  are  ready 
to  sign  average  bond,  as  you  were  told  on  Saturday,  so  we  now 
hold  you  accountable  for  any  loss  sustained  by  us  by  non-deliyery 
of  the  cargo."  In  London^  on  the  29th  of  April,  Messrs.  Hoffmcm 
dt  Co.,  in  answer  apparently  to  a  similar  application  from  Messrs. 
Tagari,  Boyson  it  8lee,  write  as  follows :  ''  It  is  quite  correct  that 
Captain  Miedbrodt  will  not  discharge  until  he  receives  our  instruc- 
tions, and  those  instructions  we  cannot  give  him  until  the  amount 
due  from  the  cargo  is  paid  to  enable  us  to  discharge  the  bottomry 
bond,  because  by  that  document  all  the  interests  are  hypothecated 
to  the  bottomry  holder." 

And  on  the  30th  of  April  the  master  writes  to  the  Plaintiff,  re- 
minding him  that  the  days  allowed  by  the  charterparty  for  taking 
delivery  of  the  cargo  have  expired,  giving  notice  that  if  the  condi- 
tions precedent  necessary  to  delivery  are  not  complied  with  within 
twenty-four  hours,  he  will  land  the  cargo  at  the  risk  and  expense 
of  the  Plaintiff,  retaining  his  lien  thereon,  and  claiming  demur- 
rage **  at  £6  per  day,  as  per  charterparty,  for  every  day  that  may 
now  elapse  before  cargo  is  out  of  the  ship." 

Thus  matters  stood  on  the  Ist  of  May,  when  Mr.  Sarper,  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Hoffman  A  Co.,  arrived  in  Dutlin.  He  saw 
the  Plaintiff  on  that  day,  and  endeavoured  to  come  to  a  settlement 
with  him.  He.  began  by  claiming  as  sums  for  which  there  was  a 
lien  on  the  cargo,  £1221  2s.  lid.  for  general  average,  and  about 
£700  for  freight.  The  Plaintiff  disputed  both  items.  Calculating 
the  freight  according  to  the  running  feet  mentioned  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  he  made  it  only  £671 ;  and  he  complained  that  in  the 
.Vou  VI.  3  Y 


J.C. 
1875 


MmXBBODT 

V, 
FiTEBIMOKt 

Thx 


310 


CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL. 


[L.II. 


J.  0. 
1875 


MlKDBBODT 

V. 
^ITZSIMON. 

Thb 
k**  Energie." 


average  statement  the  cargo  had  been  yalaed  at  £2686|  whereas 
its  invoice  price  was  but  a  little  above  £2000,  and  the  sam  for 
which   it  was    insured    only  £2300.      Thereupon  Mr.  Barfer 
agreed  to  calculate  the  average  payable  by  cargo  upon  the  last- 
mentioned  sum,  reducing  its  amount  to  £1136  2s.  4(2.:  and,  after 
some  further  discussion,  offered  to  release  the  cargo  on  the  pay- 
ment of  £1800  and  the  execution  of  an  agreement  that  if  he 
should  have  received  too  much  or  too  little,  the  error  should  be 
made  good  to  the  sufferer.    The  Plaintiff  not  assenting  to  these 
terms,  offered  to  write  a  cheque  for  £1700,  and  afterwards  in- 
creased his  offer  to  £1750 ;  but  Hr.  Harper  declined  to  take  less 
than  the  £1800,  and  thus,  unfortunately  for  both  parties,  the  nego- 
tiation went  off  on  this  question  of  £50  more  or  less.    If  the 
Plaintiff  had  paid  the  £1800,  he  would  have  got  delivery  of  his 
cargo  on  the  payment  of  less  than  in  the  event  proved  to  be 
actually  due  from  him ;  and  if  the  other  party  had  taken  the 
£1750,  they  would  have  succeeded  to  that  extent  in  their  object 
of  being  put  in  funds  to  meet  the  bottomry  bond ;  although  their 
right  to  call  upon  the  Plaintiff  for  present  payment  of  so  large  a 
sum,  whilst  the  bond  was  outstanding  and  unproduced,  and  the 
precise  amount  of  freight  had  not  been  ascertained  by  measure- 
ment, was  questionable.    Neither  party,  therefore,  evinced  much 
prudence  in  rendering  this  attempt  to  compromise  abortive.    It  is 
not,  however,  necessary  for  their  Lordships  to  say  which  was  on 
this  occasion  the  less  reasonable.    They  have  only  to  determine 
whether  the  master  by  his  subsequent  acts  incurred  a  legal 
liability  enforceable  in  this  action. 

On  the  3rd  of  May  the  master,  notwithstanding  a  letter  from  the 
Plaintiff  of  that  date  offering  to  pay  the  proportion  of  the  average 
falling  on  the  cargo  in  full,  and  to  give  security  for  the  freight, 
proceeded  to  discharge  the  cargo,  and  place  it  in  the  custody  of 
the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  under  the  67th  and  68th  sections  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act,  1862  ;  putting  upon  it  a 
stop  order  for  the  sum  of  £2200.  The  delivery  though  begun  on 
the  3rd  was  not  completed  until  the  16th  of  May. 

In  the  meantime  the  following  correspondence  took  place  between 
Messrs.  WaJtans,  Bvhb,  dt  Walton,  acting  as  the  solicitors  of  the 
Plaintiff  in  London,  and  Messrs.  Hoffman  db  Co.    The  former  wrote 
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OQ  the  5th  of  May :  **  We  understand  that  yoa  represent  both  the 
shipowner  and  the  bottomry  bondholder,  and,  if  this  is  so,  there 
will  be  no  difficulty.  Please  let  us  know  how  this  is,  and  what 
amount  you  claim  from  the  cargo  on  behalf  of  your  respective 
clients.  Our  clients  are  quite  prepared  to  pay  the  freight  on 
delivery  of  the  cargo,  but  we  understand  that  the  master,  profes- 
sing to  act  under  your  instructions,  is  refusing  to  deliver  unless  the 
whole  freight  is  paid  before  delivery.  Please  see  to  this.**  And 
in  answer  to  this,  Messrs.  Hoffman  db  Co.,  in  a  letter  of  the  6th  of 
^ay,  after  expressing  their  satisfaction  that  the  matter  had  got  into 
the  hands  of  those  who  were  capable  of  understanding  the  position 
of  the  proprietors  of  the  cargo,  and  stating  that  the  lay  days  having 
expired,  and  every  means  having  been  tried  whilst  they  were  run- 
ning to  induce  the  proprietors  of  the  cargo  to  pay  the  amount  due 
from  them,  the  cargo  was  then  being  landed  by  the  captain  in  the 
CQstom-house  docks,  say,  ^The  claims  we  make  upon  the  cargo  are : 
1st,  £1221  2s.  Ilc2.  contribution  to  average  charges  as  per  Messrs* 
SopUrC$  statement  *'  (thereby  reverting  to  their  original  claim) : 
''2nd.  £770  for  freight,  demurrage,  and  landing  charges,  and  on 
payment  to  us  of  these  two  sums  we  are  willing  to"give  a  guarantee 
that  shall  be  made  satisfactory  to  you  for  the  subsequent  ad- 
justment of  either  of  the  amounts  by  the  repayment  by  us  of 
any  surplus  if  it  should  afterwards  appear  that  such  has  been 
paid  us." 

Nothing  appears  to  have  come  of  this  correspondence  until  the 
12th  of  May,  when  the  claim  for  general  average  contribution  was 
settled  by  a  payment  to  Messrs.  Hoffman  dt  ^Co.  in  London  of 
£1136  2s.  4cZ.  upon  the  terms  expressed  in  the  following  receipt, 
which  was  signed  by  Hoffman  &  Co.y  as  agents  for  the  master  and 
shipowners,  and  also  as  holders,  or  agents  for  the  holders,  of  the 
bottomry  bond : — 

"^  Received  from  Messrs.  FUzsimon  d  Son  the  sum  of  £1136  2s.  4i., 
in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  claims  against  the  cargo 
per  Energie  for  general  average  or  special  charges,  as  per  state- 
ment of  Mr.  Manley  Hopkins,  the  contributory  value  of  the  said 
cargo  being  taken  at  £2300  instead  of  £2600,  and  also  in  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  claims  against  the  cargo  under  the 
bottomry  bond,  which  is  to  be  liquidated  by  the  shipowner." 
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J.  C.  The  Plaintiff^  having  been  advised  of  this  payment  in  London 

1875  through  his  solicitors  in  Dublin  on  the  13th  of  May,  offered  to 
KiEDBBoiyr  lodge  with  the  Port  and  Docks  Board  the  full  sum  of  £770,  being 
the  amount  of  the  claim  niade  by  the  letter  of  the  6th  of  May, 
exclusive  of  that  for  general  average  contribution ;  but  this  offer 
was  expressly  made  under  protest  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
cargo,  and  with  notice  to  the  board  not  to  part  with  the  money 
lodged  until  the  Plaintiff  should  take  the  necessary  steps  to  compel 
the  refunding  of  the  same.  The  board  declined  to  deliver  the 
cargo  until  the  stop  order  for  £2200  had  been  withdrawn,  or  that 
sum  lodged. 

Upon  this  the  Plaintiff  appears  to  have  taken  simultaneous 
action  in  London  and  in  Dublin,  In  London,  on  the  14th  of  May, 
Messrs.  Waltons,  Buhb,  dt  WaUons  wrote  to  Messrs.  Hoffman  & 
Co.  as  follows : — ''  We  have  a  letter  from  Dublin  complaining  that, 
although  our  clients  have  offered  to  deposit  with  the  Fort  and 
Docks  Board,  or  to  tender  under  protest  £770,  being  the  amount 
claimed  by  you  for  freight  charges,  &c.,  the  board  refused  to 
deliver  the  cargo  on  the  ground  that  it  is  stopped  by  you  for 
£2200,  and  that  they  can  accept  nothing  short  of  that  sum. 
From  this  we  assume  that  you  have  not  advised  the  payment  of 
the  general  average,  and  we  shall  therefore  be  glad  if  you  will 
instruct  the  board  by  wire  to  deliver  on  the  £770  being  deposited.'* 
Messrs.  Hoffman  <&  Go's  answer  to  this  communication  was  written 
on  the  15th,  and  was  in  the  following  terms : — "In  reply  to  your 
note  of  yesterday,  we  can  only  say  that  this  matter  must  now  take 
its  course,  as  we  fear  that  we  are  not  justified  in  interfering  now 
with  the  original  stop." 

In  the  meantime  the  Plaintifi^s  solicitors  in  DiMin  had  served 
the  master  of  the  vessel  on  the  14th  of  May  with  a  notice  in  these 
terms :  "  On  behalf  of  Messrs.  James  FUzsimon  &  Sons,  timber 
merchants,  Dublin,  we  hereby  require  you  to  attend  at  the  office 
of  Mr.  Thurgood,  superintendent  of  the  Custom-house  Dock, 
Dublin,  to-morrow  at  twelve  o'clock  noon,  at  which  time  and 
place  we  shall  pay  you  the  sum  of  £671  lOs.  4(2.,  being  the  amount 
due  by  Messrs.  Fitzsimons  for  freight  of  goods  brought  to  Dublin 
by  the  ship  Energie,  or  such  farther  sum  as  you  shall  shew  us  to 
be  due  for  freight  only,  and  we  shall  pay  such  sum  on  your  releas- 
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ing  the  cargo  of  the  ship  Enerffie,  so  that  Messrs.  Fitmmans  may       J.  0. 
remove  the  same.'*  1875 

The  master  and  Mr.  George  FoUreU,  one  of  the  PlaintiiTs  soli*  Mi]D>raoDT 
citors,  did  meet  at  the  place  and  time  appointed.  There  is  some  ji^j^^^^^^ 
discrepancy  in  their  evidence  as  to  what  then  took  place*  The  — 
master  s  statement  is  "  that  Mr.  FottreU  had  a  bundle  of  notes  in  «  Ensboie." 
his  hand.  He  offered  me  some  money,  but  I  cannot  say  how 
much."  ''They  asked  me  what  more  I  wanted;  I  said,  demurs 
rage  and  expenses,  and  shewed  them  the  telegram  from  Hoffman 
which  I  received  on  the  ISth,  telling  me  to  take  any  money  I 
could  get»  but  not  to  release  the  cargo  until  the  charges  should  be 
paid."  Mr.  FottrdU  says»  ''  The  master  said  that  he  would  be 
happy  to  receive  the  money,  but  that  he  would  not  release  the 
cargo.  He  would  not  take  the  money  on  the  terms  I  offered  it 
But  he  shewed  a  telegram  which  he  had  from  Hoffman  in  these 
wordsy '  Beceive  any  money  you  can  get,  but  don't  release  the 
ship.' "  This  telegram  is  not  produced.  Looking  at  the  evidence 
by  the  light  thrown  upon  it  by  the  correspondence,  their  Lord- 
ships have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Plaintiff  was  willing  to 
pay  what  was  demanded  for  freight,  though  possibly  under  protest 
as  to  anything  in  excess  of  £671 10s.  4(2. ;  and  that,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  master  acting  under  instructions  from  Messrs.  Hoffman 
4t  Co.^  would  not  release  the  cargo  except  upon  payment  not  only 
of  freight,  but  of  the  sums  claimed  for  demurrage  and  other 
chaiges ;  the  whole  probably  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £830  5s.  7i., 
as  shewn  by  the  subsequent  letter  of  the  26th  of  May,  and  the 
account  therein  referred  to. 

The  result  was  that  the  interview  having  proved  infructuous, 
the  present  action  was  commenced  on  the  same  day,  viz.,  the  15th 
of  May. 

The  only  other  facts  which  require  mention  are,  that  on  the  21st 
of  May,  the  Plaintiff  paid  the  £2200  to  the  Port  and  Docks  Board 
and  obtained  delivery  of  his  cargo ;  that  at  the  same  time  he 
served  the  board  with  a  letter  in  which  he  admitted  the  sum  of 
£701  3s.  Z\i.  (the  then  ascertained  amount  of  freight)  to  be  pay- 
able to  the  shipowners,  but  required  them  to  retain  the  balance 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  72nd  section  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Ad :  that  on  the  26th  of  May,  the  master  expressed  his 
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J.  c.  willingness  to  receive  (as  be  afterwards  receired)  the  amoont  thus 
J  875  admitted  to  be  due  for  freight,  intimating,  however,  his  intention 
MnroBBODT  ^  **^^  proceedings  against  the  Plaintiff  for  the  recovery  of  the 
difference  between  that  sum  and  the  £830  Ss.  7d.,  and  to  give  the 
Port  and  Docks  Board  the  statutory  notice  of  the  institution  of 
such  proceedings ;  but  that  ultimately  and  about  the  8th  of  July, 
the  Plaintiff  did  receive  the  whole  balance  of  the  £2200,  being^ 
£1498 168.  8^.,  the  shipowners  having  apparently  determined  to 
waive  their  alleged  lien  on  the  fund,  and  to  pursue  their  remedy 
against  the  Plaintiff  for  the  additional  amount  claimed  in  an  inde* 
pendent  action. 

It  is  now  to  be  considered  upon  what  ground  (if  any)  the  present 
action  is  maintainable. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  found,  and  that  of 
the  Appellate  Court  assumes,  that  up  to  the  3rd  of  May  the 
master  was  acting  within  his  strict  legal  rights.  Their  Lordships 
do  not  dissent  from  that  conclusion. 

The  argument,  however,  that  was  addressed  to  them  on  behalf 
of  the  Bespondent  makes  it  desirable  to  consider  briefly  what 
those  rights  were.  That  the  master  had,  by  common  law,  a  lien 
for  freight,  and  general  average  contribution,  and,  by  contract,  a 
lien  for  demurrage  upon  the  cargo,  was  not  and  could  not  have 
been  successfully  disputed.  The  freight,  however,  was  not  payable 
before  delivery,  and  could  only  be  ascertained  by  measurement 
upon  delivery.  The  case,  therefore,  was  one  of  those  in  which  the 
payment  of  the  freight  and  the  delivery  of  the  goods  are  concur- 
rent acts  in  which,  as  is  shewn  by  the  case  of  PaynterY.  James  (1) 
all  that  is  required  from  the  owner  of  the  cargo  is  readiness  and 
willingness  to  pay  at  the  time  of  delivery,  and  in  which  a  settle- 
ment can  hardly  be  practically  effected  without  some  mutual  trust 
and  accommodation.  In  such  circumstances  the  offer  to  pay  so 
large  a  proportion  of  the  freight  as  £650,  before  breaking  bulk, 
was  not  unreasonable. 

Again,  before  paying  the  sum  demanded  for  average,  the 
Plaintiff  had  a  right  to  be  satisfied  that  it  was  the  result  of  a 
proper  adjustment.  He  did  not  himself  see  the  average  statement 
before  the  Ist  of  May,  though  it  had  been  in  the  hands  of  his- 


(1)  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  348 ;  3  Maritime  Oases,  76. 
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London  agents  on  the  18th  of  April,  when  it  was  forwarded  by       J.  c. 
them  to  the  underwriters.  ^There  seems  to  have  been  a  lond  fde        i875 
dispnte  as  to  the  principle  of  the  adjnstment,  which  the  subsequent  miedbrodt 
conduct  of  the  shipowners  shews  to  have  been  at  least  question-    .,  ^^j 

able.    He  had,  moreoveri  fair  grounds  for  declining  to  pay  the       

average  contribution  until  he  was  satisfied  that  no  claim  would  be  "Eneugxe/* 
made  by  the  bottomry  bondholder  against  the  cargo.  And  of 
this  he  had  no  assurance  before  the  3rd,  if  before  the  6th,  of  May. 
He  offered  at  least,  as  early  as  the  28th  of  April,  to  sign  an 
average  bond,  which,  there  being  no  doubt  of  his  solvency,  it 
M  ould  have  been  but  reasonable  in  the  shipowners  to  accept.  It 
is  true  that  their  object  was  to  get  cash  in  order  to  pay  the  bond- 
holder. But  the  owner  of  cargo  is  under  no  obligation  to  put  the 
shipowners  in  funds  to  meet  a  debt  for  which  they  are  primarily 
liable. 

Hence  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  detention  of  the 
cargo  by  the  master  up  to  the  3rd  of  May,  though  not  wrongful, 
was  an  act  done  in  the  rigid  exercise  of  bis  rights :  and  that  it  is 
fairly  open  to  argument  whether,  if  he  chose  to  detain  the  cai^o 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  he  could  impute  the  delay 
in  its  discharge  thereby  caused  to  the  Plaintiff,  or  make  that  a 
ground  for  a  claim  of  demurrage.  It  does  not,  however,  seem  to 
them  to  be  necessary  for  the  determination  of  this  case  to  consider 
whether  the  lien  for  demurrage,  which  was  once  claimed,  but 
finally  waived,  ever  existed ;  and  they  abstain  the  more  willingly 
from  expressing  an  opinion  upon  this  point,  because  the  claim  for 
demurrage  is  said  to  be  now  subjudke  in  another /oru9i». 

The  judgment  under  appeal  has  found  that  there  was  a  wrong- 
fol  detention  of  the  cargo  on  and  after  the  Srd  of  May ;  and  that 
a  right  of  action  then  accrued  to  the  Plaintiff  by  reason  pi  the 
delivery  to  the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  began  on  that  day,  under  a 
stop  order  for  the  excessive  sum  of  £2200. 

In  support  of  this  judgment  it  has  been  argued  that  the  delivery 
to  the  Port  and  Docks  Board,  of  itself  and  irrespectively  of  the  sum 
specified  in  the  stop  order,  was  wrongful,  inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiff 
had  not  '^  failed  to  land  and  take  delivery  "  of  his  goods  within 
the  meaning  of  the  67th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act 
Amendment  Act,    Their  Lordships,  however,  cannot  assent  to  this 
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J. a        propomtion.    They  conceiTe  that  the  word  "failed*' need  not  be 

ig75        taken  to  imply  wilM  default  in  the  cargo  owner ;  but  that,  upon 

jijj^^nr   *^®  *^®  construction  of  the  section,  the  shipowner  is  at  liberty  to 

P^^^^^    land  the  goods  under  it,  whenever  the  delivery  of  them  to  the 

—        owner  within  the  proper  time  has  been  prevented  by  the  force  of 

''Eheboib."  circumstances,  whether  the  latter  is  or  is  not  to  blame.    They 

think  that  this  constniction  is  fortified  by  some  of  the  provisions  of 

the  section  which,  in  certain  cases,  throw  the  risk  and  exp^ose  of 

the  landing  upon  the  shipowner. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  argued  against  the  judgment  that  it 
implies,  if  it  does  not  express,  that  the  master  is  liable  to  an  action 
for  damages  whenever  he  lands  under  a  stop  order  for  a  sum  in 
excess,  no  matter  how  slightly  in  excess,  of  the  amount  due  to 
him.  Their  Lordships  do  not  so  read  the  judgment  The  pro- 
position said  to  be  involved  in  it  is  not  necessary  to  support  it^  and 
seems  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  72nd  section  of  the  statute, 
which  assumes  that  the  master  in  some  cases  may  hond  fide  have 
claimed  a  lien  for  more  than  was  really  due  to  hinu 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  which  relate  to  this  question  are 
obviously  designed  both  to  give  the  master  the  means  of  dis- 
charging the  cargo,  retaining  his  lien,  and  to  give  the  cargo  owner 
the  means  of  obtaining  his  goods  by  the  deposit  of  a  sum  su£Bcient 
to  cover  the  master's  daim.  But  they  do  not  extend  the  lien. 
The  lien  for  the  warehouse  rent  and  charges  occasioned  by  a  land- 
ing under  the  67ih  section  is  another  and  distinct  lien  created  by 
the  76th  section.  The  words  of  the  68th  clause  are :  ''  If  the 
shipowner  gives  to  the  warehouse  owner  notice  in  writing  that  the 
goods  are  to  remain,  subject  to  a  lien  for  freight,  or  other  charges 
payable  to  the  shipowner,  to  an  amount  to  be  mentioned  in  such 
notice,,  the  goods  so  landed  shall,  in  the  hands  of  the  warehouse 
owner,  continue  liable  to  the  same  lien,  if  any,  for  euch  eharges  as 
they  were  subject  to  before  the  landing  thereof^  If,  then,  the  master 
wilfully  inserts  in  his  notice  a  sum  which  he  knows  to  be  in  excess 
of  that  for  which  he  had  a  lien  before  delivery,  he  not  only  in- 
juriously affects  the  cargo  owner  by  compelling  him  to  deposit 
more  than  the  statute  requires  in  order  to  release  his  goods,  but 
intends  to  produce  that  result  by  duress  of  the  goods;  and  thus  the 
delivery  to  the  warehouse  keeper  is  tantamount  to  a  wrongful 
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detention  of  the  goods^  and,  as  such,  an  actionable  breach  of  duty.       J.  0. 
In  the  present  case,  the  sum  inserted  in  the  notice  was  manifestly       1875 
and  grossly  in  excess  of  that  for  which  the  master  oonld  londjide   MiEDBBom? 
daim  a  lien.    The  outside  sum  claimed  so  late  as  the  6th  of  May   ^^^^g^ 
was  £1991  28.  Ilc2.,  being  £1221  28.  lid.  for  general  average,  and 
£770  for  freight,  demurrage,  and  landing  charges.    On  the  21st 
of  May  the  latter  item  had  been  swollen  to  £830  5s.  7(2.,  but 
the  average  claim  had  then  been  settled  by  the  payment  of 
£1136  2s.  4d. ;  and  even  if  the  sum  of  £830  had  been  present  to 
the  mind  of  the  master  on  the  3rd  of  May  as  the  amount  claim- 
able, in  addition  to  the  larger  sum  claimed  for  average,  the  aggre- 
gate of  the  two  would  have  fallen  short  of  £2200  by  £150. 

It  was,  however,  argued  that  the  mere  insertion  of  an  excessive 
snm  in  the  notice  is  not  actionable,  because  the  statute  gives  to 
the  cargo  owner,  by  the  69th  section,  the  means  of  releasing  his 
goods  otherwise  than  by  a  deposit  of  the  sum  specifled  in  the 
notice;  viz.,  by  obtaining  from  the  shipowner  either  a  receipt  for 
the  amount  claimed  as  due,  or  a  release  of  freight.  But  upon 
the  hypothesis  that  the  goods  are  wrongfully  detained  by  the 
shipowner  for  an  excessive  demand,  it  is  not  to  be  assumed  in  his 
&vour  that  he  would  give  such  a  receipt  or  release  upon  the  offer 
of  a  less  sum  than  that  demanded ;  and  a  payment  to  the  ship-r 
owner  under  protest  would  put  the  cargo  owner  in  a  worse  position 
than  he  would  be  in  by  the  deposit  of  the  sum  claimed  by  the 
shipowner;  since,  in  the  latter  case,  the  shipowner  would  have  to 
establish  his  claim  ultra  the  amount  admitted  by  proceedings 
under  the  72nd  section ;  whereas,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  the  burthen  of  proof  would  be  on  the  Plaintiff,  the  caigo 
owner. 

The  evidence,  moreover,  in  this  case  shews  that  the  Plaiptiff  did 
his  best  to  obtain  his  timber  under  the  69th  section.  He  actually 
paid  the  average;  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  pay,  though  under 
protest,  the  whole  amount  demanded  for  freight ;  but  the  master, 
under  the  instructions  of  Hoffmaim  4&  Co.,  refused  to  release  the 
cargo  upon  any  terms,  or  at  all  events  upon  any  terms  short  of 
the  payment  of  the  £830 ;  which,  besides  the  amount  claimed  for 
demurrage,  included  items  for  which  it  is  clear  that  the  master 
when  he  landed  the  cargo  had  no  lien.    The  Plaintiff,  therefore. 
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J.  C;       was  driven  to  make  the  deposit  of  £2203  by  the  determination  of 
1875       the  shipowners  to  use  the  stop  order  as  the  means  of  exacting  the 
MiKDMODT    payment  of  charges  for  which  they  had  no  lien. 
FmwiMON        Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that,  from  the  evidence  in  the 

cause,  the  Appellate  Court  might  fairly  infer  that  it  was  with  this 

<<Enebgie."  object  and  intention  that  the  excessive  amount  was  originally 
inserted  in  the  stop  order,  and,  consequently,  that  the  landing  and 
detention  of  the  cargo  under  that  stop  order  was  a  wrongful  act, 
which  gave  the  Plaintiff  a  right  of  action,  as  from  the  3rd  of 
May. 

Had  their  Lordships  been  of  a  different  opinion  the  result  would 
only  have  affected  the  date  from  which  the  wrongful  detention  is 
to  be  reckoned ;  for  they  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
a  good  cause  of  action  on  the  15th  of  May,  the  date  of  action 
brought.  After  the  settlement  of  the  claim  for  average  by  actual 
payment,  it  was  clearly  the  duty  of  the  master,  and  of  the  London 
agents  for  the  ship,  to  reduce  the  stop  order  to  the  amount  for 
which  they  then  had,  or  could  reasonably  claim,  a  lien. 

This  they  refused  to  do;  they  refused  either  to  release  the 
goods  or  to  reduce  the  stop  order  upon  the  receipt  of  the  freight, 
which  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  15th  of  May,  was  ready  and  willing  to 

pay- 
That  this  would  have  given  to  the  Plaintiff  a  right  of  action,  if 
he  had  not  one  before,  their  Lordships  have  felt  no  doubt,  but  for 
the  reasons  above  stated  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court  in  Ireland  was  correct  in  finding  that  the 
right  of  action  was  complete  on  the  3rd  of  May. 

Upon  the  point  taken,  to  the  effect  that  the  Plaintiff  being 
entitled  at  most  to  nominal  damages  the  remand  to  the  Admiralty 
Court  is  improper,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  is  premature  to  say 
that  the  damages,  though  they  may  be  small,  will  not  be  sub- 
stantial. Their  Lordships,  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  to  affirm  the  judgment  under  appeal,  and  to  dismiss  this 
appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  HoUams,  Son,  &  Ccmird. 
Solicitors  for  the  Eespondent :  Messrs.  Waltons,  Bubb,  dt  Wal- 
ton. 
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THE    COBEQUID    MARINE    INSURANCE  ?  ^.^^^^^^^^ .      J.C' 

COMPANY Jl^BFENDANTS,  ^^^^ 


^^'D  Marcli  17, 18. 

BARTEAUX Plaintiff.  — 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  HALIFAX,  NOVA 

SCOTIA. 

Marine  Insurance—'Power  of  the  Master  to  sell — Total  Loss, 

The  master  of  a  vessel  has  no  power  to  sell  her  so  as  to  affect  the  insurers, 
except  under  circumstances  of  stringent  necessity ;  such  circumstances  as, 
after  sufficient  examination  of  her  condition,  after  every  exertion  in  his 
power,  within  the  means  at  his  disposal,  to  extricate  her  from  peril  or  to  raise 
funds  for  the  repair,  leave  him  no  alternative  but  to  sell  her  as  she  is. 

Rule  made  absolute  (reversing  the  order  of  the  Supreme  Court)  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  in  favour  of  the  insured  was  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  necessity  for  sale. 

JLhE  action  in  which  this  appeal  arose  was  brought  hj  the  Re- 
spondent to  recover  $4000  and  interest  npon  a  policy  of  insorance 
effected  with  the  Appellants  in  the  sum  of  $4000  upon  the  brigan- 
tine  Foyle,  valued  at  $8000,  for  twelve  months,  that  is  to  say, 
from  the  23rd  of  June,  1868,  at  noon,  until  the  28rd  day  of  June, 
1869. 

The  writ  and  declaration  were  issued  on  the  10th  of  August, 
1870,  and  contained  two  counts  on  the  policy  for  a  total  loss,  and  a 
common  money  count  for  interest. 

Pleas : — ^Firstly,  a  denial  of  the  making  of  the  policy ;  secondly, 
that  no  proof  of  the  alleged  loss  and  the  Respondent's  interest 
in  the  vessel  was  ever  given  to  the  Appellants,  as  required  by 
the  policy ;  thirdly,  that  the  vessel  was  not  lost  by  the  perils 
insured  against,  or  any  or  either  of  them;  fourthly,  that  the 
Respondent  was  not  interested  in  the  vessel  to  the  amount  of 
all  the  insurance  thereon  as  alleged ;  fifthly,  that  the  alleged  loss 
was  caused  by  the  fraud  and  negligence  of  the  Respondent  and 
his  servants,  and  not  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  as  alleged ;  and, 
sixthly,  that  the  Appellants  were  not  indebted  as  alleged. 

*  Present : — Sir  James  W.  Colvile,  Snt  Babkes  Peacock,  Sir  Montague 
£.  SKrm,  Sib  Bobert  F.  Colxjsb,  and  Sir  Henbt  S.  Keating. 
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J.  0.  The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  the  Chief  Justice  of  the 

1875        Supreme  Court  of  Ecilifax  and  a  jury,  on  the  11th  of  October. 

CoTOuiD    1871.    At  the  trial  the  Appellants  admitted  the  making  of  the 

iKsu^^Co  P^^^y»  *^*  preliminary  proof  was  given  to  the  Appellants  as  re- 

V.         quired  by  the  policy,  and  also  that  the  Eespondent  was  interested 

m  the  vessel. 

The  effect  of  the  evidence  adduced  is  stated  in  the  judgment  of 
their  Lordships  given  below. 

The  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury  as  follows ; — *' ....  The 
want  of  a  notice  of  abandoment  could  only  be  excused  by  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  sale,  if  that  necessity  existed.  This  was  a  point  of 
a  good  deal  of  nicety,  which  I  would  reserve,  if  the  Defendant's 
counsel  desired  it,  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  The  main 
question  was  the  alleged  necessity  for  the  sale,  and  the  jury  must 
look  with  a  sharp  and  jealous  eye  at  a  transaction  marked  by  many 
unusual  and  suspicious  circumstances.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
a  fraudulent  stranding.  A  resident  would  have  avoided  the  shoal, 
but,  it  was  not  on  the  chart,  and  it  was  unknown  to  the  master. 
Being  competent  to  command  the  ship,  his  ignorance  or  want  of 
caution  in  this  matter  afforded  no  defence  to  the  underwriters. 
But  being  on  shore,  had  he  exerted  himself  with  sufiScient  prompti- 
tude and  energy  ?  I  here  cited  the  rules  of  law  as  laid  down  in 
Arnold^  and  in  our  own  decisions,  and  put  it  to  the  jury  whether 
the  master  ought  to  have  been  content  with  the  discharge  of  only 
ten  tons  of  coal  on  the  16th,  and  should  not  have  called  in  on 
that  and  the  succeeding  day  a  body  of  the  miners  or  other  men  in 
the  neighbourhood,  and  attempted,  by  their  aid,  what  the  pur- 
chasers actually  effected.  The  jury  should  consider,  too,  whether 
the  holding  of  the  sale  on  a  day  sooner  than  was  at  first  intended 
was  a  handjide  and  honest  act,  or  was  the  result  of  any  contrivance 
or  collusion. 

''The  survey  also  had  been  hurriedly  and  incautiously  drawn; 
all  these  facts,  on  which  I  forbore  to  give  any  opinion,  were  to  be 
taken  into  account.  There  was  no  proof  of  the  vessel  having  been 
over^valued  or  over-insured,  and  the  master  disclaimed  any  in- 
terest in  the  purchase.  Still,  if  he  had  precipitated  the  sale  from 
want  of  firmness  or  of  judgment,  this  was  one  of  the  cases  where 
the  owners  must  suffer  from  it.    He  could  sell  his  own  quarter. 
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bat  not  the  other  three  quarters,  so  as  to  bind  the  insurers,  unless  J.  0. 
an  extreme  oyer-mastering  necessity,  a  moral  necessity,  for  the  sale  1875 
had  been  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury."  Cobbquid 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Respondent  for  $3526,  being  in^J^oo. 
$1000,  the  amount  of  the  policy  of  insurance  less  $174,  being  one  *• 

half  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale.  — 

On  the  14th  of  October,  1871,  the  Appellant  company  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  grounds  of  misdirection,  that  the 
yerdict  was  against  law  and  evidence,  and  for  the  improper  rejec- 
tion of  evidence.  On  the  argument  of  the  rule,  on  the  8th  of 
February,  1873,  the  Supreme  Court  (Young,  CJ.,  Bitehie,  Des 
BarreSj  J  J.,  Wilkins,  J.,  dissenting),  gave  judgment  discharging 
the  same. 

Mr.  Watkin  WMiam,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wooi  Hill,  for  the  Appel- 
lant company : — 

This  is  not  a  case  of  constructive  total  loss  at  all ;  even  if  it 
were,  the  sale  is  not  justifiable,  in  the  absence  of  notice  of  aban- 
donment. There  was  no  evidence  of  a  total  loss.  It  was  not 
clearly  put  to  the  jury  whether  the  master  could  by  means  within 
his  reach,  and  which  he  could  reasonably  use,  have  extricated  his 
vessel,  and  they  were  led  to  suppose  that  even  if  he  sold  without 
first  exhausting  those  means,  the  sale  might  still  be  justified  by 
necessity.  It  is  a  fallacious  test  to  propose,  whether  the  sale  was 
beneficial  for  all  concerned.  The  jury  ought  to  have  been  directed 
that  the  true  question  was  whether  the  vessel  under  the  circum- 
stances was  in  such  a  condition,  taking  all  things  together,  that  it 
was  not  worth  while  to  pursue  her  any  further,  or  to  make  any 
further  attempt  to  save  her,  with  a  view  to  recovering  her  and 
restoring  her  as  a  sea-going  ship,  or  that  the  assured  would  have 
been  justified  in  abandoning  her  and  giving  up  all  further  inten- 
tion of  extricating  her  from  her  position. 

Mr.  Coheny  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  QranChamy  for  the  Bespondent : — 

If  a  vessel  is  placed  by  the  perils  of  the  sea  in  such  a  position 
that  the  master  has  implied  authority  to  sell  her  so  as  to  convey  a 
good  title  to  the  purchaser,  and  acts  lona  fde,  the  insurers  are 
bound.    This  is  a  case  of  absolute  not  constructive  total  loss.    The 
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J.  0.       necessity  for  sale  depends  on  the  evidence  of  the  circamstances 

1S75       existing  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  not  of  what  happens  after  the 

CoMQuiD     event.     They  cited  The  Kamdk  (1) ;  Australasian  Steam  Navi- 

MARura     ffotion  Company  v.  Morse  (2) ;  Anderson  v.  Morice  (3) ;  lanides  v. 

9.         Universal  Marine  Association  (4) :  Dent  v.  Smith  (5). 

—   '       A  new  trial  should  not  be  granted  unless  the  verdict  is  clearly 

perverse.    The  sale  being  necessary  and  in  the  interest  of  all 

parties,  passed  the  property  in  the  ship,  and  a  total  loss  to  the 

insured  resulted :  Famworth  v.  Hyde  (6) ;  Barker  v.  Janson  (7). 

They  referred  also  to  Phillips'  Law  of  Insuranoey  voL  ii,  p.  248, 

249,  as  to  the  power  of  the  master,  sec.  1524,  and  as  to  the  eflfect 

of  the  surveyor's  report,  sec.  1589 ;  DisBon  v.  Sadler  (8) ;  Parsons 

on  Shipping,  voL  i,  p.  68,  sect.  4,  ch.  3,  and  the  case  of  the  brig 

Sarah  Ann  (9),  referred  to  In  the  note ;  also  cases  therein  referred 

to  :  Ship  Fortitude  (10);  Hayman  v.  MoviUm  (11);  Gordon  v.  Mass. 

Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Company  (12) ;  Arnold  on  Insurance 

[2nd  ed.],  p.  1104;  and  the  Austrdia  (13). 

Mr.  WalTcin  Williams,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  referred  to  the  African 
Merchants  Company  v.  Harper  recently  before  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  (14) ;  Beimer  v.  Bingrove  (15) ;  Navoney. Haddon  (16) ; 
Parsons  on  Marine  Insurance^  vol.  ii.  [Ed.  1868J,  pp.  145, 147. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sir  Henry  S.  Keating  :— 

This  was  an  action  brought  in  Nova  Scotia  upon  a  policy  of 
insurance  effected  with  the  present  Appellants  in  favour  of  the 
Eespondent.  It  was  a  time  policy  for  twelve  months  upon  a  vessel 
called  the  Foyle^  which  was  a  comparatively  new  vessel,  being 
only  three  years  old,  and  carrying  somewhere  about  400  tons. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  506.  (9)  2  Sumner,  206,  215 :   affirmed 

(2)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  222.  on  appeal,  13  Pet.  287. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  10  0.  P.  58-70.  (10)  3  Sumner,  228. 

(4)  82  L.  J.  (O.P.)  174.  (11)  5  Esp.  65. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  414.  (12)  2  Pickering,  262. 

(6)  34  L.  J,  (C.P.)  207,  210.  (13)  13  Moo.  P.  C.  132. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  3  C.  P.  303.  (14)  Unreported. 
'  (8)  5  M.  &  W.  414.  (15)  6  Ex.  263. 

(IG)  9  C.  B.  30. 


VOL.  VL]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  323 

The  Plaintiffs  in  the  action  below  sought  to  make  the  insurers        j.  c. 
liable  upon  the  ground  of  a  total  loss,  and  the  total  loss  relied        1375 
upon  was  the  sale  of  the  vessel  under  circumstances  which,  it  was    oobkquid 
said,  justified  that  sale,  and  so  occasioned  to  the  owners  a  total  loss     ^**™*qo 
of  the  ship.  v. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Jastice  of  the  Supreme  — . 
Court  of  HcUifaoRy  and  he  directed  the  jury  that  in  order  to  justify 
the  sale  it  was  necessary  that  an  urgent  necessity  for  such  sale 
should  be  shewn ;  and  he  left  the  question,  accompanied  by  some 
strong  remarks  on  the  facts,  to  the  jury  as  to  whether  that  neces- 
sity existed.  A  yerdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff.  Their  Lord- 
ships do  not  think  it  necessary  to  inquire  into  the  way  in  which 
the  yerdict  was  afterwards  settled  upon  the  figures,  because  the 
verdict  was  only  questioned  in  the  Supreme  Court  upon  the 
ground,  first,  that  the  Chief  Justice  had  misdirected  the  jury,  and 
next,  that  the  verdict  as  found  for  the  Plaintiff  was  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  in  the  case.  The  whole  Court  were  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  ground  for  imputing  misdirection  in  the 
charge  of  l^e  Chief  Justice  to  the  jury,  and  in  that  opinion  their 
Lordships  concur.  But  the  majority  of  the  Court  were  of  opinion 
that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  so  far  justified  by  the  evidence  that 
they  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  verdict 
was  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  and  discharged  a  rule 
obtained  for  such  new  trial.  One  member  of  the  Court  took  an 
opposite  view,  and  the  appeal  comes  up  here  as  to  how  far  the 
majority  of  the  Court  was  right  in  refusing  a  new  trial  upon  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence  in 
the  case. 

With  reference  to  the  law  upon  the  subject,  there  seems  now  to 
be  no  doubt  whatever;  and  it  cannot  be  questioned  that  the 
master,  under  circumstances  of  stringent  necessity,  may  effect  a 
sale  of  the  vessel  so  as  thereby  to  affect  the  insurers.  That  he 
can  only  do  so  in  cases  of  such  stringent  necessity  has  been  laid 
down  in  a  great  variety  of  cases  unnecessary  more  particularly  to 
be  referred  to,  as  they  are  well  summarized  in  the  work  of  Mr. 
Par9on3  at  p.  147,  where  he  also  takes  the  distinction  between  the 
rule  that  a  sale  is  justified  by  stringent  necessity  only,  and  what 
was  sometimes  supposed  to  be  a  rule,  that  the  sale  would  be  justi- 
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J.  G.       fied  if  made  under  circumstances  that  a  prudent  owner  uninsured 

1875        would  have  made  it    He  distinguishes  between  the  two,  and  estfr- 

CouDQuin     hlishes  upon  satisfactory  authority  that  whilst  what  a  prudent 

InJ^SctCo  ^^^^'^  would  have  done  under  the  circumstances  if  uninsured  may 

«•         illustrate  the  question  as  to  how  far  there  was  a  stringent  necessitj 

'   for  selling,  yet  that  the  rule  is  that  there  must  be  a  stringent 

necessity.  In  Arnoid  on  Insurance  the  circumstances  that  will 
justify  the  master  in  selling  seem  to  be  well  and  clearly  put,  and 
to  be  quite  borne  out  by  the  authorities  that  are  cited  in  support 
Mr.  Amcid  says : — 

"  The  exercise,  however,  of  this  power  " — that  is,  the  power  of 
the  master  to  sell — '*  is  most  jealously  watched  by  the  English 
Courts,  and  rigorously  confined  to  cases  of  extreme  necessity. 
Such  a  necessity,  that  is,  as  leaves  the  master  no  altemativey  as  a 
prudent  and  skilful  man  acting  hand  fde  for  the  best  interests  of 
all  concerned,  and  with  the  best  and  soundest  judgment  that  can 
be  formed  under  the  circumstances,  except  to  sell  the  ship  as  she 
lies ;  if  he  come  to  this  conclusion  hastily,  either  without  sufficient 
examination  into  the  actual  state  of  the  ship,  or  without  huving 
previously  made  every  exertion  in  his  power  with  the  means  then 
at  his  disposal  to  extricate  her  from  the  peril,  or  to  raise  funds  for 
the  repair,  he  will  not  be  justified  in  seUiug,  even  although  the 
danger  at  the  time  appear  exceedingly  imminent." 

That  seems  to  be  the  true  rule  to  apply  in  these  cases  where  it 
is  most  important  to  confine  within  strict  limits  the  powers  of  a 
master  to  sell  the  ship. 

Now,  applying  that  rule  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present 
case,  their  Lordships  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  case  ought 
to  undergo  a  further  inquiry. 

It  seems  that  this  vessel,  the  Foyle,  being  at  a  place  called 
Linffan,  in  Nova  Scotia,  shipped  a  cargo  of  coals  to  the  amount  of 
420  tons ;  but  that  quantity  being  too  great  to  admit  of  her  pass- 
ing over  the  bar  of  the  port,  she  was  lightened,  and  having  passed 
the  bar,  again  re-shipped  the  coals  which  had  been  taken  out  of 
her.  On  the  I6th  of  June,  1869,  at  11  am.,  she  weighed  her 
anchor,  and  in  about  thirty  minutes  afterwards  ran  upon  a  reef  or 
ledge  off  the  southern  head  of  Lingan  Baify  at  a  distance  of  about 
300  yards  from  the  shore,  about  three  miles  from  Lingan,  and 
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aboat  a  mile  from  a  place  called  Bridgparl.   It  is  material  to  con-       J.  c. 

aider  the  iieight)onrbood  of  that  place,  because  that  ww  a  place       1875 

from  which  it  appears  clearly  on  the  eyidence  assistance  could    co^J!^ 

iave  been  obtained    Haying  run  upon  this  reef,  the  captain  at.j^  ^"^"00 

&Bt  signalled  for  the  tug^boat  at  Linffan  ;  the  tug  came  out  and         v. 

attempted  to  haul  the  yessel  from  the  reef,  but  the  hawser  parted,     ^f^^^ 

Hanng  repaired  that  hawser,  it  parted  a  second  time.    The 

bawser  haying  parted  a  second  time,  the  master  of  the  tug,  who 

was  called  as  a  witness,  seems  to  haye  ^yen  yery  good  adyice, 

namely,  that  the  ship  should  be  lightened  in  order  that  further 

efforts  should  be  made.     The  captain  of  the  Foyle  appears  to 

haye  acted  upon  that  adyice  to  a  certain  extent,  for  about  10  tons 

were  taken  out  of  the  yessel  by  the  crew,  and  they  worked  at  it 

np  to  about  9  o'clock  that  night.    Whether  that  was  a  sufficient 

quantity  or  an  insufficient  quantity  does  not  become,*  perhaps,  in 

the  result,  yery  materiaL    That  was  the  only  quantity  that  was 

got  out  up  to  that  period.   The  master  afterwards  became  anxious, 

because  he  was  told  that  if  the  wind  shifted  to  the  north  he  would 

be  in  great  peril.    At  5  a.m.  on  the  17th,  he  went  on  shore,  and 

between  10  and  11  a.m^  brought  off  three  persons  to  make  a  suryey 

of  the  yessel,  and  what  is  called  a  suryey  was  thereupon  made. 

The  suryeyors  agreed  that  the  yessel  should  be  condemned,  and 

at  first  were  of  opinion  that  the  sale  might  be  delayed  until  the 

18th,  but  they  seem  suddenly  to  haye  changed  that  opiilion  and 

to  haye  thought  that  the  sale  ought  to  take  place  on  the  17th,  and 

with  a  Yiew  to  that  sale  they  drew  up  the  form  of  their  suryey. 

They  stated,  that  having-* 

''  Carefully  and  particularly  inspected,  examined,  and  sunreyed 
the  said  yessel,  we  find  that  the  said  yessel  lies  stranded  off  the 
southern  head  of  lAngan  Bay,  exposed  to  the  storms  of  the 
ASantie,  making  water,  lying  on  a  reef,  and  in  a  yery  dangerous 
position,  considerably  hogged  on  the  port  side,  badly  strained, 
rolling  heayily  on  her  bilge.  We  also  find  that  the  said  yessel 
lies  in  such  a  dangerous  position  that  should  the  wind  happen  to 
change  and  blow  from  the  north-east,  south-east,  or  east,  she 
would  probably  go  to  pieces  immediately ;'' 
and  they  recommend  a  sale  to  take  place  the  same  day. 

VouYL  3  Z 
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J.  c.  Now,  in  deciding  the  question  how  Ur  the  verdict  was  or  was 

1875  not  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  M r«  Ckhen  would  seem  to 
r  CoB»iun>  be  justified  in  saying  that  the  case  as  made  upon  the  part  of  the 
i^^l^^Q^Phdntiff  should  alone  be  looked  at,  as  he  was  entitled  to  assume 
*•  that  the  jury  might  possibly  have  believed  the  case  on  the  part  of 
—  the  Plaintiff  and  utterly  disbelieved  all  the  witnesses  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendant,  even  though  no  proof  is  furnished  that  would 
justify  a  conclusion  that  such  was  the  case.  But  even  looking 
only  to  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  evidence  given  upon  his 
part,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  this  report  of  the  sur- 
veyors ^was  manifestly  incorrect,  and  indeed  wholly  unfounded. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  ship  was  **  making  water ;"  or  that 
shs  was  '*  considerably  hogged  on  the  port  side,"  or  hogged  at  all ; 
or  that  she  was  *'  badly  strained,"  indeed  the  reverse  was  the  case ; 
and  it  is  of-  great  importance  to  observe  that  these  statements  as 
to  the  vessel  were  statements  of  facts  which  ought  to  have  been 
apparent  to  the  ey^  of  the  master  himself  how  tax  they  were 
correct  or  the  reverse,  as  he  states  that  he  was  present  when  the 
vessel  was  surveyed  by  the  surveyors,  and  he  says,  '*  I  saw  no 
pumping,  I  did  not  know  that  she  had  suffered  any  injury  "  In 
that  he  was  quite  right,  because  in  fact  the  vessel  had  not 
suffered  any  injury,  and  there  was  no  necessity  for  pumping 
because  the  ship  had  made  no  water* 

Now,  in  judging  of  the  question  how  fiur  the  sale  was  justified 
by  stringent  necessity,  of  course  the  state  of  the  vessel — ^that  is, 
not  the  reported  state,  but  the  true  state  of  the  vessel,  becomes  an 
important  element  for  consideration.  Here  the  vessel  was  in  fact 
uninjured,  as  the  master  must  or  ought  to  have  known,  and  yet 
with  the  exception  of  taking  a  very  small  quantity  of  her  cargo  out 
and  hauling  upon  the  kedge  which  he  could  not  have  supposed 
would  be  of  any  effect,  he  seems  to  have  done  nothing  between 
the  16th  and  the  sale,  although  it  does  not  appear  that  all  the 
means  [subsequently  used  by  the  purchasers,  which  floated  her 
within  a  few  hours,  might  not  have  been  equally  made  available 
by  himself  for  the  same  purpose  had  he  endeavoured  to  obtain 
them.  As  to  the  state  of  weather,  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence  as 
between  a  calm  and  a  breeze,  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  anything 
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like  rough  weather,  and  whilst  the  sale  was  going  (m,  any  wind       J.  C. 
that  existed  is  admitted  to  haye  gone  down.  1S75 

The  sale  took  plaoe.     It  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  the    oauoum 
particiilais  of  the  sale.    The  ship  was  sold  of  conise  yeiy  mnch  i^^^qq 
below  her  yalue,  and  purchased  by  one  of  the  sorveyors,  for  his         «• 
two  nephewsy  who  qoickly  took  the  means  neglected  by  the       — 
master  and  floated  her  substantially  uninjured  in  a  few  hours. 

The  Judges  who  formed  the  majority  of  the  Oourt  upon  this 
occasion,  professed  themselves  unable  to  understand  or  to  collect 
from  the  eyidence  why  further  eflTorts  had  not  been  made. 

*'  In  the  light  of  these  fiEtcts  I  confess,"  says  the  learned  Judge 
who  delivers  the  judgment,  which  must  be  taken  to  be  the  judg- 
ment of  the  whole  of  the  majority  of  the  Court,  '*  I  cannot  quite 
understand  the  conduct  of  the  master,  nor  why  he  did  not  pursue 
the  course  subsequently  adopted  by  the  purchasers  after  his  first 
attempt  had  failed.  The  lightening  of  the  vessel  by  the  discharge 
of  her  cargo  would  seem  the  obvious  course  to  be  pursued,  and 
this,  on  consultation  with  the  master  of  the  tug,  was  determined 
upon.  He  did  indeed  employ  his  crow  for  a  time  in  doing  this ; 
but  if  he  really  considerod  his  vessel  in  jeopardy,  and  EaU,  the 
master  of  the  tug,  had  told  him  to  get  the  coals  out  of  her,  for  if 
the  wind  came  from  the  north  he  would  lose  her,  ought  he  not  to 
have  sought  assistance  from  the  shoro,  which  he  could  have  ob- 
tamed  as  easily  as  the  purchasers  did?  If  I  wero  asked  whether 
iu  my  opinion  the  master  had  done  what  was  required  of  him  I 
should  be  slow  in  arriving  at  the  conclusion  that  he  had  resorted 
to  all  the  measures  within  his  reach,  and  had  exerted  himself  with 
sufficient  promptitude  and  energy  so  as  to  justify  the  sale  of  the 


But  the  learned  Judge  added  that  it  was  a  practical  matter  for 
the  oonsideration  of  the  jury. 

Kow  their  Lordships  entirely  agroe  with  the  learned  Judge  in 
their  inability  to  discover  on  the  evidence  for  the  Plaintiff  himself 
why  those  efforts  were  not  made ;  and  inasmuch  as  to  justify  the 
sale  those  efforts  ought  to  have  been  made,  thero  seems  to  be 
Btrong  reason  for  ascertaining  how  far  another  jury  would  agree  in 
the  very  soimd  and  sensible  opinions  expressed  by  the  majority  of 

3         Z  2 
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J.  a       the  Court  themselyeay  or  whether  they  woald  coincide  in  the  view 

1875        taken  by  the  former  jury* 
CSoBvouiB        ^^  course  their  Lordahips  would  be  slow  to  advise  a  new  trial 
iNBUB^B  Co  ^^^^  there  was  a  substantial  oonflict  of  evidence.    In  the  present 
9.         case  the  record  does  not  disclose  the  fact  whether  the  Chief 

—  Justice  expressed  himself  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict.  It  does 
not  state  the  fact  either  way,  that  he  expressed  himself  to  be 
satisfied  or  dissatisfied.  That  he  was  not  perfectly  satisfied  with 
the  verdict,  their  Lordships  can  perhaps  collect  from  the  passage 
just  ready  and  which  must  be  taken  to  be  the  expression  of  the 
'Opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice  himself!  But  in  an  ordinary  case, 
although  the  non-expression  of  the  dissatisfaction  upon  the  part  of 
the  Judge  is  generally  looked  upon  as  forming  a  serious  obstacle 
to  ordering  a  new  trial,  yet  at  the  same  time,  if  it  is  plain  tiiat  the 
evidence  was  such  that  there  is  ground  for  the  belief  that  the  jury 
really  did  act  without  giving  that  weight  which  they  ought  to  do 
to  the  evidence  that  was  laid  before  them,  there  is  no  reason 
whatever  why  a  new  trial  in  the  interests  of  justice  should  not  be 
directed. 

In  this  case  it  would  be  too  much  to  say  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  the  stringent  necessity  that  would  have  justified  a  sale. 
Had  there  been  no  evidence  there  would  have  been  a  misdirection; 
but  their  Lordships  are  of  (pinion,  having  regard  to  the  evidence 
given  of  the  absence  of  those  efforts  upon  the  part  of  the  master, 
which  efforts  would  alone  justify  a  valid  sale — that  is,  a  sale  which 
should  be  valid  as  against  the  insurers — that  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  as  given  was  undoubtedly  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 
The  learned  Judge  who  dissented,  Mr.  Justice  WiUeim,  states — 

'*  That  he  gathered  from  the  opinion  expressed  by  a  majority 
of  the  Court,  that  had  the  respective  Judges  who  composed  it 
been  on  the  jury  that  tried  the  cause,  they  would  not  have  found 
as  the  jury  found,  I  should  certainly,  had  I  been  in  the  jury 
box,  not  have  concurred  in  such  a  finding.  My  opinion  is,  more- 
over, that  wherever  such  a  sentiment  pervades  the  bench  in 
relation  to  such  a  case  as  this,  the  result  of  investigation  and 
deliberation  that  induces  it  ought  to  constitute  a  sufficient  ground 
for  setting  the  verdict  aside." 
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It  is  not  necessary  to  pronounce  an  opinion  as  to  how  far  that       j.  c. 
does  or  does  not  lay  down  the  rale  too  broadly.    It  is  sn£Scient  to       1875 
say  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence.    The    cobbquid 
rule  which  is  correctly  laid  down  in  Arnold  seems  to  fit  this  case  -^  ^abike 
80  completely  as  to  render  a  new  trial  inevitable  upon  this  evi-         v. 
dence: —  .  ,      .      .  •*  — 

'<  If  the  master  come  to  the  conclusion  to  sell  hastily,  either 
without  sufScient  examination  into  the  state  of  the  ship,  or  without 
having  previously  made  every 'exertion  in  his  power  with  the 
means  then  at  his  disposal  to  extricate  her  from  the  peril,  he  will 
not  be  justified  in  selling  even  though  the  danger  at  the  time 
appear  exceedingly  imminent." 

Not  only  in  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  forming  the  majority  of 
the  Court  were  such  efibrts  not  made,  but  they  were  unable  to 
perceive  even  upon  the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiff  himself  any 
reason  why  those  efforts  were  not  made.  Their  Lordships  agree 
with  that  view;  and  therefore  they  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  refusing  to  make 
the  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  be  reversed,  that  the  rule  be 
made  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  first  trial 
and  of  this  appeal  do  abide  the  event 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Dawes  &  Son. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondent :  Messrs.  Hill  &  Son, 


330  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  K. 


j.o*      LES     CUKfi     ET     MARGUILUERS     DE^ 
1875           L'CEUVBE     ET     PABRIQUE     DE     LAj 
/airs' 27.      PAROISSE  DE  ST.  FRANgOIS  XAVIER 
/•fc.2;  '      DE  VEROHiJRES 


PliAINTIFFS ; 


Mweke. 


AKD 


LA  CORPORATION  DE  LA  PAROISSE  DE)  jjbfbndahts. 
VERCHilRES j 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  OOUBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOB  THE 
PBOVINCE  OF  QUEBEC,  CANADA, 

FdMque-^Power  (fMarguiUter§-^R%ghUofPari8hi(mer8^^Fleaditig-^"Lafin 

de  non^recevoir,^ 

On  the  9th  of  August,  1868,  the  curS  of  the  parish  of  F.  was  appcunted  the 
special  attorney  of  the  **  ceuvre  HfaJbriqu/^^  at  a  meeting  of  the  cur^  and 
present  and  past  fmirguUliert  of  the  fahrigue^  to  exeeate  a  xwolution  to 
which  the  meeting  had  come  to  oppose  the  formation  by  the  Respondents  (the 
municipal  council  of  F.)  of  a  street  across  the  land  of  the/o^rtj^iM  occupied 
by  the  eur^. 

In  an  action  brought  thereafter  by  the  curi  in  the  names  of  the  AppeUants 
f^inst  the  Respondents,  praying  that  the  proceedings  of  the  latter,  as  to  the 
making  of  the  street,  might  be  declared  null  and  illegal,  for  an  injunction 
and  for  damages.  Plea:  ^*  La  fin  de  wm-reoevoir^  to  the  effect  that  the 
Appellants  were  not  competent  to  bring  the  action,  inasmuch  as  they  were 
not  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  parishioners  regularly  convened.  Beplica- 
tion :  the  "  auUnimUion  "  given  was  sufficient,  and  oUierwise  could  only  he 
questioned  by  the  parishioners  and  *^fabriciens  "  themselves. 

ifeZc^that  the  *^ autoritation^  was  insufficient  and  a  nullity,  and  that 
the  plea  of  "  Lafinde  non-rtotvoir  *  was  correct.  In  all  questions  of  grave 
consequence  affecting  their  parish  the  parishioners,  in  the  absence  of  a 
custom,  strictly  proved,  to  the  contrary,  have,  on  principle  and  authority,  a 
right  to  be  c(nisulted.  The  marguSlien  chosen  by  the  parishioners  are 
only  invested  with  a  limited  power  sufficient  for  the  transaction  of  the 
ordinary  business  of  the  parish,  and  for  the  supply  of  the  ordinary  necessities 
of  divine  worship. 

Ex  parte  Benouf  (1)  approved. 

IHE  Appellants  above  named  are  the  fabrique  of  the  parish  of 
VereKeres,  in  the  diocese  of  Montreal^  ie.,  the  corporation  in  which 

*  Pres«n<;— Loan  H^theblet,  Sm  Jaxes  W.  Colyhje,  8ib  Bobebt  J.  Phil- 
LiMOBE,  Sir  Babkbs  Pbaoock,  Sib  Montaqub  E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Bobbbt  P- 

COLLIBB.  

(1)  1  Rev.  de  L^'slation,  p.  310. 
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ig  Tested  the  temporalities  belonging  to  the  Boman  Catholio       J.  C. 
chnrch  in  that  parish,  and  the  main  question  decided  in  this  appeal       1875 
is  as  to  the  persons  in  whom  is  rested  the  right  to  regulate  the  acts  ouB^^jlb^.,  de 
of  this  corporation.  VEiwHfeSK 

The  Bei^ndents  are  the  municipal  corporation  of  the  same  Cobtobatiom 
parish,  established  under  a  Canadian  Statute,  23  Vict  c.  61,  which  Yebohebes. 
enacts,  sect.  12,  that  the  inhabitants  of  each  parish  in  Lower 
Cbfioda  shall  constitute  a  corporation,  and  provides  for  the  election 
of  a  council  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  municipality. 

The  present  action  was  brought  by  the  Appellants  against  the 
Bespondents  under  the  following  circumstances : — By  the  OonsoH- 
dated  SkOuies  of  Lower  Canada,  c  24  (see  sects.  27,  28, 37, 45, 46, 
50),  and  several  amendment  Acts  (see  25  Vict.  c.  14,  and  later 
Statutes),  elaborate  provisions  are  made  for  the  management  and 
powers  of  local  municipalities,  and  for  the  making  by  them  of 
new  roads  in  their  different  districts.  The  parish  of  Verekeres 
contains  an  unincorporated  village,  which  was  erected  by  order  of 
the  municipal  council,  dated  the  10th  of  April,  1857. 

The  municipal  council  of  the  parish  having  entertained  a  pro- 
posal for  laying  out  and  forming  a  new  street  which  would  pass 
ftcioss  a  portion  of  land  of  the  fabrique  of  the  parish  occu- 
pied by  the  eurS,  between  the  same  and  another  part  occupied  by 
the  convent  also  belonging  to  the  fabrique,  public  notice  was  on 
the  30th  of  July,  1868,  given :— That  on  the  following  10th  of 
August  a  special  meeting  of  the  municipal  council  would  be  held 
for  the  purpose  of  considering  or  reviewing  the  report  (proces- 
verbal)  of  Mr.  0.  Marin,  who  had  been  appointed  special  superin- 
tendent, which  report  recommended  the  formation  of  the  said  new 
street. 

On  the  9th  of  August,  1868,  a  meeting  was  held  of  the  ourS  and 
marguiUierB  of  the  fabrijae  assisted  by  certain  past  marguaiiers 
(but  to  which  meeting  the  parishioners  were  not  summoned,  and 
at  which  meeting  no  parishioner  was  present  who  was  not  or 
had  not  been  a  margwUier),  and  at  such  meeting  the  ewre  and 
fnargviUiers,  present  and  past,  without  the  consent  of  the  parish- 
ioners, resolved  to  oppose  the  formation  of  the  street,  and  the 
confirmation  (homologation)  of  the  report,  and  professed  to  autho- 
rize M.  Joseph  Segviin,  the  cure,  to  act  for  and  in  the  name  of 
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J.  G.       the  tmvre  et  fdbri^  of  the  paridi  of  8L  Francois  Xavier  de 
1875        Vereheres,  and  to   constitute  him  the  special  attorney  of  the 
Cvu£^a,y  DM  flwwve  etfahrtqw  for  putting  in  execution  the  resolntiony  and  for 
VEBCHkBEs   (jQing  generally  all  that  he  should  judge  necessary  for  defend- 
CoBFOBATiov  ing  aud  preserving  the  rights  of  the  osuvre  et  foibtiqw  and  those 
yEBOHiBi&  of  the  Gwret  and  presenting  the  formation  of  the  proposed  street 
over  the  land  of  the.  fcibrique  oconpied  by  the.  mri ;  and  the 
meeting,  in  consequence  of  vehat  preceded,  and  of  the  offer  and 
guarantee  thereafter  stipulated,  professed  to  empower  the  tmri 
to  select  such  advocates  as  he  should  think  fit  to  choose  to  act 
in  all  causes  which  might  arise  relating  to  the  confirmation  of  the 
report  to  the  daims  of  the  parties  requiring  the  homologation 
or  to  the  rights  of  the  fdbrique  in  the  matter,  either  as  Plaintiffs 
or  as  Defendants,  before  all  Courts  of  justice,  whether  of  the  first 
instance  or  otherwise;  but  it   was   clearly  understood  by  the 
meeting,  on  the  offer  of  the  ewriy  that  all  the  charges  to  be 
incurred  by  ihibfahrique  in  relation  to  the  above  resolution  shonld 
be  repaid  by  the  euri^  who  had  agreed  and  thereby  bound  him- 
self  to  do  so. 

Accordingly  the  curiy  acting  on  the  authority  thus  conferred, 
at  a  meeting  of  the  municipal  Ciouncil  held  on  the  10th  of 
August,  1868,  opposed  in  the  name  of  the  cewvre  et  foibriqw  of 
the  parish  of  Vercherea  the  confirmation  of  the  report;  but  not- 
withstanding such  opposition  the  council  confirmed  the  report 
with  some  variations  not  material  to  the  question  between  the 
Appellants  and  Respondents  decided  in  this  appeaL 

Thereupon  the  eurS  appealed  in  the  names  of  les  curd  el  mar- 
gvHUem  de  To&vwre  el  fdbrique  de  la  Paraii9$  de  81.  Frantois  Xomer 
de  Veroheres  to  the  municipal  council  of  the  county  of  Verebsres 
against  the  decision  of  thd  local  council,  confirming  the  report; 
but  the  municipal  council  of  the  county  on  the  7th*of  September, 
1868,  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs  and  confirmed  the  report, 
except  so  far  as  it  prorided  that  no  compensatiou  should  be  paid 
to  the  fahriqtte  for  their  land  required  for  the  new  street 

On  the  7th  of  October,  1868,  the  Appellants  commenced  the 
action  against  the  Bespondents  which  is  the  subject  .of  this 
appeal.  The  declaration  alleged  that  the  Appellants  had  been  for 
a  year  and  a  day  in  undisturbed  possession  of  certain  land  within 
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the  fimits  of  the  nnineoiporated  village  of  Vereheres;  it  then       J.  c. 
recited  the  proceedings  of  the  Bespondentdy  and  of  the  municipal       1875 
oomcil  of  the  eonntji  and  alleged  that  the  whole  of  the  pro-  cub^T^c,,  pp. 
ceedings  were  illegal  and  void;  that  by  the  proceedings   the   ^^^^^^ 
Bespondents  had  tronbled  the  Appellants  in  the  enjoyment  of  Cobporatiok 
their  land,  and  further,  that  the  Bespondents  were  on  the  point  of  YcBCHkBEs. 
taking  possession  of  the  land,  and  had  given  instructions  for  that 
purpose. 

The  declaration  concluded  that  the  whole  of  the  proceedings 
should  be  declared  void;  that  the  Bespondents  should  be  pro- 
hibited from  interfering  for  the  future  with  the  enjoyment  of  the 
k&d  iSy  the  Appellants ;  and  that  they  should  be  compelled  to 
pay  to  the  Appellants  £250  as  damages. 

The  Bespondents,  on  the  4th  of  November,  filed,  first,  an 
exception  d  fin  de  non-reeevoir,  which  alleged  that  the  cure  and 
marffiiiUierB  were  only  the  administrators  of  the  fdbriquey  and  could 
not  bring  a  claim  which  related  to  the*  real  property  of  the  fahrique 
without  being  authorized  to  do  so  at  a  meeting  of  the  parishioners, 
and  that  no  meeting  of  the  parishioners  had  been  held  to  authorize 
the  bringing  of  the  action ;  that  the  Bespondents  were  interested 
in  this  because  a  judgment,  if  recovered  by  them,  would  not  bind 
ike  fahrique;  secondly,  a  plea  alleging  that  the  homologating  the 
report  was  not  a  trouble  entitling  the  parties  to  proceed  otherwise 
than  by  way  of  appeal  to  the  municipal  council  of  the  county ; 
that  the  Appellants  had  so  appealed,  and  that  the  decision  in  that 
appeal  was  final;  thirdly,  a  plea  alleging  in  effect  that  their  pro- 
ceedings were  regular  and  legal ;  fourthly,  the  general  issue. 

On  the  10th  of  November  the  Appellants  demurred  to  the  fin 
da  non^eeevair,  on  the  grounds  that  a  meeting  <^  all  the  parish- 
ioners was  not  required  by  law,  but  that  a  meeting  of  the  ancient 
and  new  marguiUiers  was  sufficient ;  secondly,  because  the  ob- 
jection, if  valid,  could  not  be  taken  by  the  Bespondents,  but  it 
was  for  the  parishioners  to  disavow  the  proceedings,  if  taken  in 
ihdir  name  without  sufficient  authority. 

They  also  filed  a  special  replication  to  the  same  plea,  alleging 
*that  by  a  custom  of  the  parish  of  VerMsrea  a  meeting  of  the 
ancient  and  new  marguUlierB  was  entitled  to  give  the  requisite 

authority. 
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J.  a  The  Appellants  alBO  filed  replicatiooB  to  the  other  pleas,  which 

1875       amounted  in  effect  to  a  joinder  of  issue. 
Cub£,  fto.,  Di      The  Appellants,  by  their  answers  to  the  Bespondents*  articulation 
YEBc^kBEs   ^f  £g^^  admitted  that  in  ftct  no  meeting  of  parishionera  was  held 
CoBFORATiox  to  authorizo  the  bringing  of  the  present  action. 
VtBcuBBEs.       Witnesses  having  been  examined  for  the  Appellants  and  Be* 
spondents,  both  as  to  the  ^  cZs  nofHreeevoir  and  as  to  the  merits, 
the  action  came  on  to  be  tried  before  the  Honourable  Judge 
Berthdatf  who,  on  the  30th  of  December,  1869,  gave  judgment 
that,  as  it  was  proved  that  an  usage  was  established  and  existed 
from  time  immemorial  in.  the  parish  of  Verehkres  to  summon  to 
tiie  meetings  of  the  fdbrtjue,  other  than  those  of  the  Imreatt 
ordinaire^  the  parishioners  of  the  said  parish  to  take  part  in  the 
deliberations  and  meetings  of  the  past  and  present  margwBien 
of  the  parish ;  that  as  such  usage  was  not  contrary  to  the  laws  of 
the  country  in  this  respect,  and  the  Appellants,  in  order  to  autho- 
rize them  to  bring  the  said  action,  only  produced  an  authority 
dated  the  9th  of  August,  1868,  made  and  adopted  at  a  meeting  of 
the  past  and  present  marguiUien  of  the  o&wtre  ^  fabriqw  alone, 
•     while  they  ought  to  have  been  authorissed  according  to  the  said 
usage  and  law  of  the  country  by  a  meeting  convened  of  all  the 
fnArieiens  and  parishioners  of  the  said  parish ;  for  the  above  reasons 
he  sustained  the  said^  de  nan^reeevair  and  dismissed  the  Appel- 
lants' action  with  costs,  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the 
Appellants  to  procure  a  new  authority. 

The  Appellants,  on  the  11th  of  January,  1870,  appealed  to  the 

Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada^  and  the  appeal  was 

twice  argued ;  and  on  the  22nd  of  March,  1872,  the  judgment 

.  of  the  Superior  Ciourt  was  affirmed  by  the  decision  of  four  Judges 

against  one. 

Mr.  H.  M.  BamjfcUf  and  Mr.  Kendm  Digby^  for  the  Appellants  :— 

An  action  brought  by  the  fdbrique  is  properly  brought  in  tiie 
name  of  the  eurS  and  marguiUiers.  It  rests  on  the  other  side  to 
support  the  plea  that  the  authorization  given  to  the  Appellants 
was  insufficient,  by  shewing  that  there  exists  in  Canada,  or  at  least 
in  the  parish  of  VereKeres^  a  positive  rule  of  law  that  no  action 
can  be  maintained  by  the  eurS  and  marffuiUiers  as  representing  the 
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fMgw  without  the  consent  of  the  parishioners.    We  contend       J.C 

(1)  Oiat  no  such  mle  of  law  exists  in  Canada  generally,  or  in  this      .  1875 
parish  in  particular;  and  further,  that  the  usage  in  the  parish  of  ouBiMto^DB 
Yerchere^  shews  affirmatiyely  that  the  curi  and  margwlUers  have  '^""ohebbs 
the  entire  control  of  the  property  and  affiiirs  of  the  fdhrique;  Oobpobation 

(2)  that  even  if  the  €ure  and  marguiRiers  are  to  be  regarded  either  Ysbohebbs. 
as  the  managing  body  of  the  corporation  called  the  fabrique^  or  as       *"~ 
tbe  agents  of  the  Boman  Oatholic  parishioners,  they  must  have 

the  power  of  bringing  such  an  action  as  the  present,  which  has  for 
its  object  only  the  protection  of  the  property  of  the  fabrique; 

(3)  that  it  IS  not  open  to  the  Bespondents  to  plead  the  alleged 
want  of  authority  in  bar  of  this  action. 

First :  There  is  no  such  general  rule  of  law  as  is  contended  for 
by  the  other  side,  requiring  the  authority  of  the  body  of  parishioners. 
Ecclesiastical  history  gires  no  ground  for  supposing  any  such  rule 
to  have  existed  in  early  times.  The  fahriques  were  originally 
entirely  managed  by  the  bishop  and  ecclesiastics.  In  1312  lay 
administrators  of  ecclesiastical  property  were  first  introduced  at 
the  Council  of  Vienne.  See  Fleury*8  Institutes,  vol.  xix.  p.  225-6. 
See  also  the  Proceedings  of  the  Council  of  Mayence  (a.d.  1549) ; 
Coleifs  Collection  of  Councils,  vol.  xix.  p.  1432 ;  of  Council  of 
Narbmne  (a.d.  1551),  vol.  xx.  p.  1281 ;  of  Council  of  Trent,  22nd 
session  (9th  chapter),  vol.  xx.  p.  136 ;  the  Decrees  (a.d.  1581)  of 
the  Provincial  Council  of  Bouen^  vol.  xxi.  p.  649.  A  change 
gradually  came  over  the  management  of  ecdesiastieal  property, 
and  the  paHshioners  or  inhabitants  gradually  obtained  more  power. 
There  is,  however,  no  clear  evidence  as  to  who  took  patt  in  the 
meetings  of  ihefalyrique  until  we  come  to  the  eighteenth  century. 
Though  the  lay  element  was  introduced,  the  bishops  never  lost 
their  control.  The  accounts  of  the  lay  officers  were  rendered 
annually  to  the  bishops,  with  scarcely  an  exception.  See  Memoires 
du  Clerge  (an  authorized  collection  of  arreU\  tit.  *•  Fabrique.'*  The 
Ciourts  constantly  enforced  this  right  There  are  several  cases 
where  the  bishop's  iconsent  was  asked  for  in  dealing  with  church 
pmperty,  which  was  never  alienated  except  under  his  authority. 
The  bishop  alone  could  create  a  new  parish :  see  Durand  de  Mail- 
lam's  Dictionary,  tit  "Fabrique:' 

It  must  however  be  conceded  that,  towards  the  end  of  the  I7th 
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J.  c.       and  beginning  of  the  18th  centuries,  in  some  of  the  French  fahriquei 
ig75       a  role  similar  to  that  contended  for  by  the  other  side  seems  to  have 
Cub/&c.,  db  existed,  and  to  have  been  recognised  by  some  ArrMa  ds  EegJement 
Vbhchbbes    made  for  the  fabriques  of  various  French  parishes  by  the  Provincial 
GoBPOBATioH  Parliaments.    See  especially  the  arret  for  the  parish  of  8L  Jean 
YEBxmknta,   ^n  ChrSve,  printed  in  Qayot^  tiL  "  Fabrique,'*  p.  239,  arts.  1, 4, 24. 
But  it  is  contended  that  these  arreta  were  not  declaratory  of  any 
rule  of  common  law,  they  were  partly  of  a  legislative  character, 
partly  based  on  the  custom  of  the  place  to  which  they  applied,  and 
cannot  be  relied  on  as  evidence  of  the  law  of  Canada.    In  fact,  so 
far  as  they  shew  the  existence  of  a  rule  requiring  the  authorization 
of  the  notables  or  other  parishioners  before  bringing  an  action, 
they  appear  to  be  baaed  on  the  Boyal  idita  of  April,  1683,  Isam- 
hert,  vol.  xix.  p.  420 ;  August,  2,  1687,  Isafnhert,  voL  xx.  p.  50 ; 
October,  2, 1703,  Isambert,  p.  435.    See  JBmbouti,  Loix  Eeelhiaa- 
iiqueSf  part  iii.  chap.  iv.  §  87,  who  lays  down  the  rule  in  broad 
terms,  and  expressly  bases  it  on  the  Sdit  of  1703.    Now,  these 
edtUtae  all  subsequent  to  tiie  constitution  of  the  Oonseil  Supirieur 
of  Canada  in  1663,  and  were  never  registered  in  Canada,    The 
authority  of  the  Arr^  de  Befflement  as  evidence  of  Canadian  law 
was  exhaustively  discussed  and  overthrown  by  the  judgment  of 
Lafontaine,  C.J.,  in  Senical  v.  Jarret  (1).    It  is  therefore  con- 
tended that  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  rule  contended  for 
by  the  other  side  was  part  of  the  common  law  brought  with  them 
by  the  first  Fr^ch  settlera  in  Canada.    The  authorities  which 
will  be  relied  on  on  the  other  side :  Chiyot,  tiL  '*  Fabrique,**  DSni- 
zari,  tU.  ^^Fabnque/*  and  others,  are  all  based  on  the  ArretB  de 
Beghment,  which  have  no  force  in  Canada. 

We  contend  that  the  rules  governing  this  question  must  be 
looked  for  entirely  in  the  usages  of  the  different  parishes  in  Canada. 
The  first  important  event  after  the  settlement  of  Canada  was  the 
ordonriance  of  Mmseigneur  Laml,  the  Yicar-^General  of  N&iweOe 
France^  providing  for  the  election  of  new  marffuUliers  by  the  mar- 
ffuUUera  in  charge,  and  by  former  marguiUierB;  extended  to  Mon- 
treal in  1675  {iidUs  $b  OrdannanoeB,  vol.  ii.,  p.  57)  by  an  ordinance 
of  the  ComeUSuperieur,  declaring  that  ihemarffuiUiers  are  to  con- 
form to  the  usage  and  practice  observed  in  all  the  churches  in 
(1)  4  Low.  Can.  Jur.  213. 
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the  kingdom  of  JPrance:  " ohilnese  decide  rien  dona  lea  affaires        J.  C. 
ofdifuiirea  ;ii*d  laphraliU  dee  vaim  dee  marguUUers  qui  $ont  en  eharge,       1875 
d  dana  les  eodraordinaires  qu^en  y  ofppdani  he  aneiens,  h  ewri  Hani  cnR^r^.,DB 
ifmpwn  present:'    It  is  said  that  these  regulations  only  applied    ViacHEis 
to  particular  parishes.    We  contend,  on  the  other  hamd,  that  the  Cobpoiution 
customs  which  really  constitute  the  law  governing  the  various  YkbchI:bei«. 
fahriquee  took  their  origin  and  characteristics  from  these  ordinances. 
There  is  a  great  deal  of  evidence  in  the  J^its  et  Ordatmanees, 
shewing  that  for  certain  purposes  the  parishionerB  were  called 
together^  especially  for  the  building  or  repair  of  the  parish  church. 
This,  however,  was  by  the  general  law  a  burden  to.  be  borne  by 
the  inhabitants  generally,  and  general  meetings  of  the  'parishioners 
were  no  doubt  held  wherever  there  was  any  question  connected 
with  a  voluntary  or  forced  contribution  from  them.    These  meet- 
ings are  quite  distinct  from  the  meetings  of  the  fabrtque^  and  the 
fahrique  itself  is  a  distinct  body  from  the  parish.     This  is  well 
illustrated  by  the  case  of  Camti  v.  Curi  and  MarffuiBiere  of  8i. 
Mouard  (1),  where  it  was  held  that  a  judgment  obtained  against 
the  syndics  for  money  due  to  the  builder  of  a  church,  or  repre- 
sentatives   of  the  parish,  could  not  be  executed  against  the 
fahrique,  although  the  fahrique  had  taken  over  the  church.    In 
short,  wherever  matters  concern  the  fahrique  only,  such  as  the 
election  of  new  marguiUierB,  the  rendering  of  accounts,  the  manage- 
ment of  the  property  of  the  fahrique,  or  the  bringing  or  defending 
actions  relating  to  it,  no  further  authority  than  that  given  in  the 
present  case  was  requisite.    Where  the  pockets  of  the  parishioners 
were  concerned  it  was  usual  to  call  the  parishioners  to  the  meeting 
of  the  fahrique.    This  appears  to  have  been  the  usual  practice  in 
Oanada,  though  local  usage  may  have  introduced  different  rules 
in  some  parishes.    The  Canadian  Statutes  regulating  the  affairs 
oi  the  fahriquee  do  not  recognise  the  existence  of  any  such  general 
rale  of  law  as  is  alleged  to  exist,  but  are  consistent  with  the  fact 
that  different  usages  prevail  in  different  parishes :  see  81  Geo.  3, 
c.  6 ;  Consol  Stat.  c.  18,  s.  45 ;  27  Vict  c  10 ;  29  Vict,  c  52,  s.  6. 
The  case  of  Ex  parte  Benouf  (2)  appears  to  have  proceeded  on 
the  notion  that  the  ArrSte  de  Eefflement  were  evidence  of  Canadian 
law,  but  if  so  this  view  was  overthrown  by  the  decision  of  the 
(1)  2  Eevae  de  L^alation,  p.  127.         (2)  t  Bevue  de  Legislation,  p.  810. 
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J.  G.       Goiirt  of  Queen's  Bench  in  SifUeal  y.  Jarret  (1),  wliich  decided 
'if)75       that  regard  was  to  be  had  in  every  case  to  local  usage.    As  to  the 
'CuB^I&o., i>B  conditions  of  a  valid  custom  in  French  law,  see  TouUiert  Droit  CivU 
Vkbchebibs   JPrangaiSf  voL  L  §  158  et  sej.    Now,  the  evidence  of  local  usage  of 
CoBPORATioN  the  parish  of  Vercherea^BO  far  from  establishing  the  rule  contended 
VERCHKBE8.   for  by  the  odier  side,  is  conclusive  that  the  practice  has  been  to 
manage  the  revenues  of  the  fairique  by  the  marffuiUierB  only,  and 
that  the  consent  of  the  parishioners  has  never  been  required  except 
under  the  concession  made  by  the  Bishop  of  Montreal  in  1843, 
when  the  parishioners  were  admitted  to  the  meetings  for  the  elec- 
tion of  new  marguUliera  and  the  auditing  of  accounts.  Both  before 
and  after  that  date  the  consent  of  the  parishioners  had  never  been 
required  to  meetings  when  the  property  or  concerns  of  the  fdhriqu 
had  been  dealt  with.   All  the  meetings  at  which  they  have  attended 
are  meetings  involving  some  question  of  a  tax  or  voluntary  con- 
tribution affecting  the  parishioners  generally.      It  is  therefore 
contended  that  the  rule  contended  for  by  the  other  side  is  not  to  be 
found  either  in  the  Ecclesiastical  law^  nor  in  the  common  law  of 
France^  nor  in  that  of  Qanaiicii  nor  in  the  usage  of  the  parish  of 
YercKeteii. 

»  Secondly,  the  bringing  of  this  action  is  a  matter  within  the 
competence  of  the  ewre  and  mar^iZifiera,  who  are  admitted  to  hold 
at  all  events  the  position  of  general  agents  or  administrators  of 
the  fdhrique  property.  All  the  authorities  shew  that  such  adminis- 
trators may  bring  actions  for  the  protection  of  the  property 
administered  by  them  without  special  authorization:  see  the 
Arret  de  8t.  Jean  en  Qreve,  art.  xxiv. ;  PathieTf  MancUU,  Noa  148- 
152 ;  Troplanff,  Mandat,  No.  291. 

Thirdly,  if  there  were  a  want  of  authority,  it  is  not  for  the  Be« 
spondents  to  take  the  objection.  [Lord  Hathebley  : — ^No  doubt 
it  has  been  held  that  though  an  official  assignee  cannot  sue  without 
the  consent  of  the  creditors,  yet  the  Defendant  cannot  avail  him- 
self of  such  defence.  As  against  him,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
they  have  given  their  consent.]  If  a  man's  name  is  used  to  bring 
a  suit,  the  rule  is  that  he  must  disavow  his  attorney,  and  then  the 
attorney  becomes  liable  for  costs :  see  the  Code  of  Procedure,  art. 
102  and  arr.  120^  sub-s.  7.  Here  the  curS  could  have  been  com- 
(1)  4  Low.  Con.  Jar.  213. 
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polled  by  mandamus  to  sammon  a  meeting,  and  the  meeting  conid       J.  c. 
haye  diBavowed  the  action.    [Sib  Babnes  PEAOOck:— It  is  only       1875 
the  eu/ri  and  nknyiitlKarii  who  are  suing.    How  could  they  call  oob^,  &o  .  he 
a  meeting  to  disavow  their  own  attorney.    If  they  could  disavow   VKBCHfeiu  a 
they  could  appoint,  and  they  cannot  disavow  the  very  attorney  Cobpobation 
whom  they  have  appointed.    Mr.  MtxtikewSf  Q.C. : — I  contend  that  * V£BCHkRSfi. 
theMffi^ and  margwXlierB  are  a  corporation,  and  that  the  parishioners 
do  not  belong  to  that  corporation.]     See  DoficNS,  Jurisprudence 
Oheral  *ii*  **  DiMifeu"  ss.  25  and  74.     The  parishioners  could 
have  intervened.    See  Code  of  Procedure,  art.  155,  et  seq.,  or  the 
remedy  might  be  against  the  fabrique  as  a  corporation  exceeding 
the  powers  under  Code  of  Procedure,  art  997. 

Mr.  Malhewe,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  FreeUng,  for  the  Bespondents  :-^ 

The  cwri  and  marguMieTe  occupy  a  well-defined  position  under 
the  French  law  applicable  to  this  matter  which  prevails  in 
Camada.  They  are  the  agents  of  the  general  body  of  the 
parishioners,  with  limited  powers ;  they  require  special  authority 
to  enable  them  to  take  action  in  extraordinary  cases.  It  lies  on 
the  Appellants  to  shew  that  under  the  usage  prevailing  at 
YerdiHree  they  are  entitled  to  bring  this  action,  an  onue  of  which 
they  have  not  discharged  themselves.  It  is  not  denied  that  after 
the  idii  of  1663,  which  established  the  Conseil  SupSrieur,  any  Sdit 
of  the  French  King  required  registration  before  it  had  the  force  of 
law.  But  the  recognised  ecclesiastical  law  of  France  is  in  favour 
of  Bespondents,  and  may  be  relied  upon  in  the  interpretation  of 
Canadian  law  and  usage.  The  Arrite  de  Beglemeni  appear  to  be 
applicable  only  to  particular  parishes,  but  it  has  been  held  by  the 
French  Courts  that  they  declare  the  common  law  on  the  subject. 
The  faimque  did  not  include  any  persons  outside  the  cwri  et 
fdbrieiens.  The  parish  is  a  pereona  Juris,  and  may  hold  and  trans- 
mit property,  it  acts  through  the  oihet  persona  Juris,  ihefoMque: 
see  JouseCf  Oouvemement  Tempord  dee  Paroisses,  pp.  6  and  7.  The 
fabrique  consists  of  the  eurS  and  old  and  new  marguiUiers,  of  whom 
three  are  in  office  at  one  time,  the  senior  being  in  charge.  Only  two 
meetings  are  convened  for  the  transaction  of  business,  the  bureau 
ordinaire  and  the  general  assembly  of  parishioners :  see  Denisart, 
vo.  ''Fabrique;'  pp.  358,  359,  360,  and  Arret  de  Beglemeni  pour  la 
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J.  0.  Fairique  de  MonfermeU  ;  Ancien  Dinisart,  v<l  '<  JSarguiOieT^  p.  254, 
1875  Na  50,  p.  249,  No.  49,  p.  218,  Nos.  1  apd  No.  8 ;  ArrH  da  Beglment 
CcrkT&^.,de  ^  MmtfermeO,  No.  9,  vo.  ''Fabri^;'  p,  330,  No,  22.  See  also 
YEEoukiiB  jDurand  de  MaiUaina'a  Did.  de  Droit  OanmiqMe,  art.  "*  Fdbriqfte," 
CoBioRATiox  p.  349,  Ouyot'a  BSpertaire,  vo.  **Fabriqw^.  p^  289,  n..  2j  Loy- 
Verchkref.  seaUi  Traits  des  Seignemiu,  clu.ll,  p.  64,  N0'6p»  Their  revenaes 
were  derived  from  pew-renta^  offeFings,  &C.,  aiid<tha  curi  et  mar- 
guilliers  may  take  such  legal  proceedings  as  "will  ^eofoi^  the  pay- 
ment of  ordinary  collections.  Otherwise  they  eannot  sue,  nor 
defend,  nor  invest  iponey,  nor  alienate  property  without  the  consent 
of  the  parishioners  in  general  assembly;  bat  tiiey  may  gnmt 
leases  and  enforce  ordinary  collections.  As  to  the  right  to  attend 
the  general  assemblies,  see  QuyoCs  BSpertoire,  vo.  "*  MarguHUen^ 
pp.  327, 328, vo. *' Fabriquel'  pp.  245-6, vo. «  AssenMSe" p.  682.  As 
to  the  circumstances  under  which  it  is  necessary  to  convoke  the 
general  assembly,  see  Jousse,  Qouvemement  de$  Paroiesea,  pp.  124^ 
125,  126.  The  duty  of  rendering  accounts  is  indicative  of  the 
relations  between  the  parties,  and  implies  the  right  of  the  parish 
to  control  the  expenditure.  The  law  defining  relations  of  parish 
to  fabrique^  viz.,  that  the  latter  is  an  agent  with  most  limited 
powers,  dates  from  behind  1663.  Before  the  cession  there  is  no 
case  of  9i,fahrique  suing  without  authority.  Becords,  statutes,  and 
decisions  in  Canada  shew  that  this  law  has  been  recognised  and 
enforced  there :  see  Sdit  of  1679 ;  JSldits  et  Ordon/naneea  of  Canada, 
voL  i.  [old  edition],  p.  243 ;  Mit  of  20  Sept,  1721,  andMarch,  1722, 
vol.  i.  p.  403.  A  great  number  of  a/rrets  are  to  be  found  in  those 
volumes,  directing  the  assembly  of  the  parishioners  for  the  con- 
struction and  repair  d^egUae  et  de  preAythre:  see  J^iis  et  Ordon- 
nances  [new  edition],  vol.  ii.,  pp.  291  et  aeq.  to  588.  For  statutes,  see 
31Geo.3,c.6;  lWill.4,c.31;  2Yict.c.29;  Cdmolidaied Statutes 
of  Lower  Canada,  c.  18 :  see  Baudry's  Code  dea  Cures,  MaryuU- 
liera,  dk  Paroiasiens,  p.  270. 

It  is  denied  that  besides  the  bureau  ordinaire  and  the  general 
assembly  there  is  a  tertium  quid  called  bureau  extraordinaire. 
Conaolidaled  Statutea,  c.  18  (and  see  2  Vict.  c.  29)  provides  for  the 
mode  of  administration  and  control  of  the  affairs  of  the  parish :  see 
Baudry'a  Code,  p.  199.  Though  according  to  Ex  parte  JSenouf  {!), 
(1)  1  Bevtie  cle  Legislation,  p.  810. 
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decided  in  1844,  only  ''notables  "  were  entitled  to  be  present  at       J.  c. 
elections  of  marffuUliers,  still  the  term  inclades  all  the  tax-paying       1875 
members  of  the  parish.    By  2  Viet.  c.  29,  which  recognised  the  cuR^,fto.,DB 
existing  French  law,  sect  2, "  freeholders  "  were  first  mentioned  in   VKBOTisM 
lien  of  inhabitantsL    The  general  assembly  of  the  parishioners  is  Oobfobatiov 
reqnired  by  sect  45  of  CansoL  Stai.  c.  18,  not  merely  in  elections,  VbbohIsbxs. 
of  marguxUien,  bat  for  other  purposes  also.  ''  Resident  parishioners 
being  householders  "  are  entitled  to  vote ;  and  see  Baudry^s  Code, 
p.  302. 

Besides  the  general  law  of  France  thus  demonstrated  as  re- 
cognising the  dependence  of  the  fabriqae  on  the  parishioners,  the 
decisions  since  1844  have  also  affirmed  this  responsibility.  The 
Appellants  in  this  case  admit  that  their  accounts  were  oui8,  eoMr 
minis,  arretes,  cIo$,  in  a  general  assembly ;  and  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple they  had  no  power  to  enter  on  an  elaborate  and  expensive 
litigation  without  the  consent  of  the  parishioners. 

Upon  the  question  whether  Bespondents  may  avail  themselves 
of  this  want  of  authority,  see  Monseigneur  DisauteTs  Manuel  dea 
Cures,  pp.  84,  85,  and  86.  The  parishioners  can  only  go  to  the 
Court  in  the  name  of  the  fahrique,Bee  Bolland  da  ViUargueSy  Did" 
tionnaire  du  Droit  Civile  p.  430,  vo.  **  Auiorisation  pour  plaider,*' 
Nos.  9, 10,  and  15.  Sirey,  BecueU  General  [1816],  vol.  xvi.  pt.  L 
pp.  104,  96, 271 ;  Pigeau's  Procedure,  vol.  L  p.  77 ;  Dalhz,  Jvais- 
prudence  Oeneral,  vo.  "  Fabrtque  des  J^lises  "  [old  edition],  p.  14, 
sect.  58  ;  Merlin's  Repertoire,  vo.  "  NuOiUr 

As  to  the  question  of  usage,  the  view  of  French  law  on  that 
subject  propounded  by  the  other  side  is  not  objected  to.  But  as 
to  the  onus,  it  lies  upon  the  other  side  to  displace  the  general  law, 
and  they  have  not,  on  the  evidence,  succeeded  in  doing  so. 

Mr.  Bompas  replied : — 

Even  if  the  authority  of  the  parishioners  were  required  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  extraordinary  actions,  such  authority  is  not 
required  either  in  France  or  Canada  for  possessory  actions.  For 
the  usage  in  Canada  as  regards  the  fabrtque,  see  Baudry's  Code  des 
Cv/rez  el  MarguiUiers  et  Paroissiens,  p.  200.  In  JVonc^  there  are 
three  degrees  of  authority — (a),  that  of  the  marguiUier  in  charge ; 
(b),  of  the  bureau  ordinaire;  (c),  of  the  general  assemblies  of 
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J.  0.       the  fabnque  or  parish,  which  are  one  and  the  same  thing.    He 
1875        referred  to  Nowveau  Denisart,  vo. "  Arret"  sec.  v.  No.  3  j  Merlin's  Be- 
CuB6,fta,DE  pertoire^  vo.  **  Arret^^  sec.  8 ;  Burand  de  Maillaine,  vo.  **  Fahrique,'' 
VBBcnIaBs    p^  3.  Qy^yQi^  yQ^  **Fabrique"  p.  245,  as  regards  assemblies;  Nou- 
OoBPOBATioH  t;eau  DSnisart,  Hi.  "  FabriqueJ^  sect.  2,  assemblies.    As  to  whether 
YrrohI:bi8.   this  action  came  under  the  head  of  an  extraordinary  expense,  and 
"~"        therefore  aUra  vires  the  "bureau  ordinaire,  see  Rclland  de  Vil- 
hrgues,  vol.  i.  p.  430 ;  Pothier,  TraiU  du  Contrat,  p.  234 ;  Merlin's 
JtSpertoire,  tit.  *' Prevumptions,''  No.  12;  Trophng,  Droit  Oivil  ex- 
pliqiie,  ^  du  Mandat**  p.  296.    There  is  a  broad  distinction  between 
possessory  actions  and  actions  possessory  aJid  petitory :  see  Code  of 
OivU  Procedure,  bk.  2,  tit.  2,  c.  6.    The  objection  to  want  of  au- 
thorization could  only  be  taken  by  the  Bespondents  if  the  action 
were  a  nullity  without  it :  Oonsol  Stat,  c.  18,  s.  45.    And  a  nullity 
can  only  be  taken  into  account  where  a  nullity  has  been  expressly 
declared:  Merlin's  BSpertoire,  tit  "Nullite.'' 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sib  Bobbbt  J.  Phillimobe  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  given  by  the  Court  of  Queen'd 
Bench  for  the  province  of  Quebec,  on  March  the  22nd,  1872,  which 
a£Snned  a  judgment  given  by  the  Superior  Court  on  the  30th  of 
December,  1869. 

The  village  of  Vercheres,  situate  within  the  limits  of  the  parish 
of  Vercheres,  was  in  the  year  1857  erected  into  an  unincorporated 
village,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of 
Lower  Canada, 

The  municipal  council  of  this  parish  having  entertained  a  pro* 
posal  for  forming  a  new  street,  which  would  pass  across  a  portion 
of  land  of  the  fabrique  of  the  parish,  occupied  by  the  cure,  between 
the  same  and  another  part  occupied  by  the  convent,  also  belong- 
ing to  the  fabrique,  public  notice  was,  on  the  30th  of  July,  1868, 
given,  that  on  the  following  10th  of  August  a  special  meeting  of 
the  municipal  council  would  be  holden  for  the  purpose  of  consider- 
ing or  reviewing  the  report  (proces-verlai)  of  the  superintendent, 
who  had  recommended  the  formation  of  the  new  street. 

On  the  9th  of  August,  1868,  a  meeting  was  holden  of  the  cure 
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and  marguiBiera  of  ihefabriquey  and  certain  former  marg^HUiers  of       J.  c. 
the  fabrique,  but  no  parishioner  wHo  was  not  or  had  not  been        i875 
a  marffuittier  was  summoned  to  it.    This  meeting,  thus  composed,  CTJJ^^^  ^b 
resolred  to  oppose  the  formation  of  the  street  and  the  homologa-    Vibcb^bbs 
tion  or  confirmation  of  the  report,  and  they  appointed  the  cure  as  Cobpoiutiok 
the  special  attorney  of  the  osuvre  etfcArique,  to  take  the  necessary  YmmfeBCT. 
gteps  to  execute  their  resolution,  the  cure  binding  himself  to        — 
defray  all  charges  thereby  incurred. 

On  the  10th  of  August,  the  next  day,  the  ourS,  acting  on  this 
authority,  appeared  before  the  municipal  council  of  the  parish  of 
Vereheres,  and  opposed '  the  confirmation  of  the  report,  but  the 
council  affirmed  it,  with  some  variations  not  material  to  the  pre- 
sent case.  The  cure  appealed  from  this  decision  to  the  municipal 
council  of  the  county,  and  that  board,  on  the  7th  of  September, 
dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs,  and  confirmed  the  report,  except 
80  far  as  it  provided  that  no  compensation  should  be  paid  to  the 
fdbrique  for  the  land  required  for  the  new  street. 

In  the  month  of  October  the  cure  brought  an  action  in  the 
names  of  the  Appellants  in  this  cause,  that  is,  "  Les  Cure  et  Mar-- 
gwHiers  de  TCEuvre  et  Fdbrique"  &c.,  against  the  Respondents, 
that  is,  "La  Corporation  de  la  Paroisse  de  Vercheres**  in  the 
Superior  Court,  and  filed  a  declaration,  in  which  he  prayed  that 
the  proceedings  of  the  Bespondents  as  to  the  making  of  the  street 
might  be  declared  null  and  illegal,  and  that  the  Bespondents 
might  be  restrained  from  disturbing  the  enjoyment  and  possession 
by  the  Appellants  of  their  land,  and  he  prayed  also  for  damages. 

To  this  action  the  Bespondents  put  in  a  plea  known  to  French 
jurisprudence  as  "  la  Jin  de  non-recevoir,'*  to  the  efiect  that  the 
Appellants  were  not  competent  to  bring  the  action,  inasmuch  as 
they  were  not  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  parishioners  regularly 
convened.  They  also  put  in  further  pleas  which  it  is  unnecessary 
to  specify.  The  Appellants  replied  that  the  authority  of  the 
parishioners  was  not  required  by  law  to  enable  them  to  bring  the 
action,  but  that  the  authority  given  by  the  present  and  past  mar^ 
fftdUiers  was  sufficient ;  they  further  replied  that  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  the  Bespondents  to  raise  this  question  of  the  autorisation, 
which  could  only  be  raised  by  the  parishioners  and  fahridena  dis- 
Avpwjng  the  attorney  or  the  Appellants  in  the  action,  and  that  the 
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J.  C.        plea  oifin  de  non-recevoir  was  bad  in  law ;  and  they  also  specially 

1875        replied  that  the  authority  of  the  parishioners  to  bring  the  action 

CurZac.,  de  ^^^  ^0*  necessary  according  to  the  law  and  custom  of  the  country, 

VraoHiBEs    gj^^  particularly  according  to  the  usage  established  in  the  parish, 

CoBPOBATioN  but  that  an  authority  given  by  the  past  and  present  marguUliers 

VEBCHfeBEs.   was  sufficient.    There  were  also  other  replications  not  affecting 

the  present  case. 

Witnesses  were  examined  on  both  sides  before  Mr.  Justice 
BertMot,  who,  on  the  80th  of  December,  1869,  decided  that  the 
evidence  did  establish  a  usage  in  the  parish  of  Verckeres  to  summon 
all  the  parishioners  to  a  meeting  convened  for  such  a  purpose  as 
one  for  which  this  meeting  had  been  holden  by  the  cure  and  mar'^ 
gutHiers  alone,  that  such  usage  was  not  contrary  to  the  general 
law,  and  that  the  Kespondents  were  entitled  to  raise  the  question 
as  to  the  want  of  due  autorisaiion. 

From  this  judgment  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  before  which  tribunal  it  was  twice  argued,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  was  affirmed  by  the  opinions  of 
four  Judges  against  one. 

From  these  judgments  the  appeal  has  been  presented  to  Her 
Majesty  in  CounciL  Their  Lordships  are  unfortunately  deprived 
of  the  written  reasons  of  the  majority  of  the  Judges  in  the  Court 
below,  which  have  been  destroyed  by  fire ;  but  they  have  before 
them  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Bertheld^  the  notes  of  Mr.  Jus- 
tice  Caron,  and  the  judgment  of  the  dissentient  Judge,  Mr.  Justiee 
Monk. 

Upon  the  undisputed  fact  in  the  case,  that  the  auioriscUion  for 
the  prosecution  of  this  suit  was  given  by  an  assembly  composed 
exclusively  of  the  old  and  new  marguUliers  at  which  the  cure  pre- 
sided, the  several  questions  of  law  which  have  been  maintained 
were  raised  before  the  Courts  below,  and  have  been  again  insisted 
upon  before  their  Lordships.  They  may  be  concisely  stated  as 
follows : — 

First,  was  the  autorisaiion  sufficient,  or,  the  position  on  which 
the  Respondents  rely,  a  nullity  ? 

Secondly,  if  insufficient,  and  a  nullity,  was  it  competent  to  the 
Bespondents  to  plead  this  nullity,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  French 
jurisprudence,  "  opposer  la  fin  de  non-recevoir  "  to  this  action  ? 
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No  question  on  the  merits  of  the  case  has  been  decided  in  the       j.  c. 
Conrts  below,  or  is  now  mooted  before  their  Lordships.  1875 

The  first  qnestion,  namely,  was  the  autorisation  suflScient,  is  the  cub^&o., de 
really  important  and  substantial  question  in  the  case.  Vkbcheres 

Their  Lordships  have  carefully  examined  the  various  authorities  Corporation 
which  have  been  cited  to  them,  as  well  as  others  upon  which  it  Vercherbs. 
appeared  to  them  that  reliance  might  be  placed. 

It  seems  to  their  Lordships  proper  to  make  at  the  outset  a 
general  observation  upon  the  weight  which  is  due  to  French 
jurisprudence  and  law  upon  the  present  question. 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  iiit^oi  1663/ which  created  the 
^^Conseil  Superieur*'  in  Canada,  required  that  all  subsequent 
edits  should  be  registered  before  they  became  law  in  this  French 
colony,  and  that,  therefore,  the  authorities  derived  from  French 
law  where  this  condition  was  wanting,  were  of  little  or  no  weight 

But  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  this  proposition  is  too 
broadly  stated. 

It  is  one  thing  to  say  that  an  edit  required  registration  before  it 
could  become  positive  law  in  Canada,  and  another  thing  to  say 
that  French  jurisprudence  relating  to  such  edits  can  be  of  no  avail 
in  the  construction  of  Canadian  law  or  interpretation  of  Canadian 
usage. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that,  for  these  purposes,  and  so 
limited,  the  French  jurisprudence  has  been  rightly  relied  upon  by 
the  Courts  below,  and  must  be  considered  by  their  Lordships. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  early  French  colonists  must  have  im- 
ported such  portions  of  French  law  relating  to  fdbriques  as  were 
applicable  to  their  new  position.  Such  portions  must  have  consti- 
tuted the  foundation  of  the  unwritten  law  of  custom  which  sprung 
up  in  Canada  before  positive  law  was  enacted  in  these  matters  for 
the  colony.  Judge  Bavdry  seems  to  state  the  matter  fairly  in  his 
recent  work,  Code  des  Cures  el  MarguiUiers  et  Paroissiens,  p.  2 :  "  Un 
grand  nomhre  de  ces  regies  derivent  cCordonnances  rendues  depuis 
1663,  et  qui  n'ont  pas  eu  force  de  loi  ici,  n'ayant  pas  ete  enregistrSs 
au  Oonseil  Superieiir  de  Quebec;  cependant,  ces  ordonnances  sont 
souvenl  invoquees  dans  nos  Tribwiavx,  du  moins  comme  raison 
ecrite.*^  In  the  absence  of  any  established  usage  or  custom  it  is 
right  to  consult  the  authorities  of  great  French  Jurists  like 
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J.  C.       Denisart  and  Merlin ;   and  sometimeB  of  French  ediU^  which, 

1875        though  directed  to  a  particular  mission,  or  paroisse,  not  unfre* 

CoRr&c.  DK  q'l^ntly*  M  ill  the  case  of  the  Arret  de  8L  Jean  en  Qrew*^  con- 

VmohI:be8   tained — as  Durande  de  Maillanne,  in  his  recital  of  it  at  length 

Corporation  expressly  points  out — a  summary  of  principles  applicable  to  the 

Vbrchkres.  general  subject 

In  the  recent  case  of  Dame  Henriette  Brown  v.  Les  Cure  et 
Marffuilliers  de  TCEuvre  et  Foihrique  de  Notre  Dame  de  Montreal  (1), 
their  Lordships  had  occasion  to  consider  the  character  and  nature 
of  what  is  called  "  la  fabrique.'*  But  it  may  be  as  well  to  cite 
upon  this  subject  the  definite  language  of  Gwjotj  Kep.,  tit. 
'*  Fahrique;'  Art.  24  :— 

*'  (7e$t  qui  appartient  a  une  egilise,  iant  pour  les  fonds  et  les  re^ 
venus  affeeies  a  Tentretien  ou  ala  reparation  de  Vcglise  que  pour  les 
ar ff enter ies  et  les  omements'*  .  .  •  '*  designe  aussi  par  ce  terme  de 

fahrique,  U  corps  ou  TassembUe  de  ceux  qui  ont  T administration  des 

fonds  et  revenus  dont  on  vient  deparler^ 

It  seems  that,  except  in  Quebec,  parishes  were  scarcely  esta- 
blished in  Canada  before  the  year  16.79,  and  that  VercKeres  was 
constituted  a  parish  as  late  as  1722;  the  first  appointment  of 
marguiUiers  in  that  parish  appears  to  have  been  in  the  next 
year ;  and  the  extracts  from  registers  of  this  parish  shew  that  the 
parishioners  almost  immediately  exercised  the  right  of  choosing 
the  marguiniers. 

The  general  question,  however,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  subjects 
which  could  legally  be  dealt  with  by  the  cure  and  the  margutUieis 
in  charge,  or  by  the  cure  and  the  old  and  new  marguiUiers^  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  general  body  of  parishioners,  appears  to 
have  not  been  very  strictly  inquired  into  in  this  parish  of  Vercheres 
before  the  year  1830.  About  that  period  local  circumstances 
caused  the  question  to  be  agitated.  At  first  the  ecclesiastical 
authorities  appear  to  have  considered  that  the  intervention  of  the 
body  of  the  parishioners  upon  almost  any  subject  relating  to  the 
"fabriqus  "  was  a  gratuitous  concession  on  the  part  of  the  bishop 
to  the  parishioners — ^a  proposition  which  has,  indeed,  in  substance, 
been  maintained  by  the  counsel  for  the  Appellants  before  their 

(1)  Ante,  p.  157. 
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Lordships ;  but  it  is  now  admitted  tHat  on  two  occasions,  at  least,  J.  C 

the  convention  of  the  whole  body  of  the  parishioners  is  required  1875 

by  law,  namely,  the  occasions  of  electing  new  marffuilliers,  and  Ci  be,  &c.,  m 

the  rendering  of  the  accounts  by  the  old  marguilliers.    This  is  ^^^^'^^^^^ 

said  to  be  a  concession  to  the  parishioners  since  the  year  1843.  Cobpobation 

The  fact  is,  that  about  this  period  an  important  lawsuit  was  Veboh^bes. 
commenced,  which  was  decided  by  the  Queen's  Bench  in  1844-45. 

The  name  of  the  case  was  Ex  parte  Benouf  (1).  The  marginal 
note  of  the  reporter  is  correct,  and  is  as  follows  : — 

^'Les  notahlea  ant  droit  de  parlidper  a  V&ectUm  des  'niarguilliers. 

"  Les  noiahJes  9orU  tous  les  paraissiens  contribtMhles. 

"Les  cure  et  margwHUers  peuvent  eire  contrainis  d^appeler  les 
notables  aux  assemblees  pour  T election  de  marguUliers^  au  moyen  d*un 
tcrit  de  mandamus. 

^*  Le  relour  fait  par  le  cure  et  les  marguilliers  quails  ont  offert 
d!admeUre  aux  assembUes  certaines  personnes  notables  par  leur  Mai 
d  leur  ranffy  a  Texclusion  de  la  gSneralite  des  paroissiens^  est  declare 
insuffisant  et  illegal" — Bev.  de  Juris.,  1845-46.  Banc  du  Boi, 
QuAec.    Philippe  Benouf.    Bequerant  pour  Mandamus.) 

After  this  decision  it  became  impossible  to  deny  that  for  certain 
purposes  the  consent  of  the  parishioners  was  necessary,  at  all 
events  in  parishes  in  which  there  was  not  a  custom  to  the 
contrary. 

But  the  principle  upon  which  the  decision  is  founded  is  im- 
portant. It  is  clearly  to  the  effect  that  in  all  questions  of  grave 
consequence  affecting  their  parish,  the  parishioners  have  a  right 
to  be  consulted.  This  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  the  true 
doctrine  derived  from  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  to  be  supported 
by  the  general  analogies  of  the  law  relating  to  communes. 

The  argument  that  the  concessions  originally  flowed  from  the 
bishop,  and  that,  therefore,  the  parishioners  have  no  right  in  the 
matter,  is  really  untenable.  While  the  revenues  of  the  parish 
were  derived  exclusively  from  a  portion  of  the  dimes;  while  the 
civil  authority  was  not^  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing 
rates  for  the  maintenance  of  the  services  and  ornaments  and  pro- 
perty of  the  Church ;  while  what  is  now  known  as  the  office  of 

(1)  1  Revue  de  Legislation,  p.  310. 
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J.  c.       marguittieT  was  unknowa  to  the  civil  or  municipal  law,  the  argu- 

1875       ment  might  have  been  plansible :  but  since  the  corporation  called 

Ct7b^!&c.,di  ^^^  parish  has  been  legally  founded,  and  supported  by  civil  and 

V«BCHERB9   secular  authority,  every  parishioner  has  an  interest  in  the  manage- 

CoBPOBATiox  ment  of  its  property,  and  the  argument  is  without  foundation  on 

VEBOHfeiiEs.  prmciple. 

Accordingly  the  books  of  authority,  and  the  sentences  of  French 
Courts,  greatly  preponderate  in  favour  of  such  rights  of  the 
parishioners  as  are  claimed  in  this  suit. 

It  is  quite  consistent  with  the  existence  of  these  rights  that 
the  marguiUiera  chosen  by  the  parishioners  should  be  invested 
with  a  limited  power  sufficient  for  the  transaction  of  the  ordinary 
business  of  the  parish,  and  for  the  supply  of  the  ordinary  necessi- 
ties of  divine  worship. 

The  law  can  scarcely  be  stated  with  more  perspicuity  than  it  is 
in  the  Nouveau  Dinisart  (358-9),  under  the  title,  *  Fdbriques  des 
Faroisses! 

^' Les  fahriquea  sont  regUes  dans  deux  especes  d^assenAIeeSf  savoir, 
dans  les  assemblees  genirales  et  dans  les  assembUes  partieulieres  que 
Van  appeUe  assembiee  du  bureau  ordinaire.  Dans  d^autres  paroisses, 
surtout  a  la  campagne,  U  Wy  a  pas  de  bureau  ordinaire,  Toui  ce 
qui  est  d! administration  eourante  el  joumaliere  est  dirigS  par  les 
margudlliers  seuJs,  les  affaires  importanles  se  iraitent  dans  les  as- 
senihUes  generates  de  la  paroisse" 

Some  reference  has  already  been  made  to  the  arret  in  the  case 
of  St.  Jean  en  Oreve  delivered  in  1737,  which  the  learned  canonist 
Durande  de  MaiUanne  refers  to  as  a  collection  of  the  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  the  rights  of  parishioners  and  the  duty  of  marguiUiers. 

It  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  three  of  the  articles  of  this 
arret: — 

*' Art  20.  Sera  fait  en  outre  un  etat  de  ious  les  revenus,  tant 
fixes  que  casuels  de  la  fabrique,  ensemble  de  toutes  les  charges  el 
depenses  d^icdle,  tant  ordinaires  qu'eoBlraordinaireSy  de. 

^' Art  21.  Ne  sera  faite  aucune  autre  depensepar  le  marguiUier 
comptMe  en  exerdee,  que  oeUe  mentionnSe  au  dit  Stat,  si  ee  n^est  qu*il 
en  eut  He  d&ihSrS  dans  une  assemhUe  du  bureau  ou  dans  une  assem^ 
blee  generale,  ainsi  quHl  sera  dit  ci-apres. 


VOL.  VL]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  349 

**  Art  24  Ne  pourront  lea  marguilUers  entreprendre  aueuna  procea,       J.  a 
m  y  dSfendre^  /aire  aucun  emploi  ni  remploi  des  deniers  appar-       1875 
ienants  a  lafahrique,  ni  accepter  au&unea  fondcUianSy  sans  dilibSra-  CuBi,&c.,DB 
/ion  pricSdenie  de  Tassernblie  genSraJe  ;  sans  prijudiee  nSanmoins  des   V«botIsb« 
poursvdies  nicessaires  pour  h  recotwrement  des  revenus  ordinaires  Oobpobatiok 
de  la  fdbriquey  pour  Vexicwlion  des  haux,  el  pour  /aire  passer  des  Vebor^bbsl 
Hires  nouveatix,  pour  raison  de  quoi  U  en  sera  delibSri  au  hmeau 
ordinaire  ;  et  dans  totis  les  cas  du  proces  a  inienier  ou  a  soutenirt 
seroni  delivrees  aux  proeureurs  chargis  cFoccuper,  des  copies  en 
forme  de  delibSraiions,  soU  du  bureau  ordinaire,  soit  de  TassembUe 
genSrale.** — (Diet,  de  Droit  Can.:   Durande  de   MaiUanne,    tit. 
''Fdbriqver) 

The  authority  of  the  Ancien  DSnisart  (vo.  *^  MarguHliers^  p.  248, 
No.  42),  is  also  very  pertinent.    He  says : — 

'^  Des  marguiUiers  ne  peuvent  intenter  aucun  proces  ni  y  defendre^ 
faire  aucun  emploi^  ni  remploi  des  deniers  appartenant  a  lafabrique, 
ni  accepter  aucwie  fondation,  sans  y  etre  auiorises  par  une  delibera- 
tion de  Fassemhlee  gSnSrdle  ;  mais  Us  peuvent,  sans  autorisation  par* 
iiculiere,  faire  les  poursuites  necessaires  pour  le  recouvrement  des 
revenus  ordinaires  de  lafabrique.'' 

It  would  be  useless  to  accnmulate  farther  authorities  from  French 
writers  on  this  point. 

It  is  plain  that  modem  legislation  in  Canada  has  been  founded 
upon  the  basis  of  this  jurisprudence.  By  the  Consolidated  Statutes 
of  Lower  Canada  (c.  18,  s.  8,)  it  is  enacted  that — 

"  Whenever  it  is  required  to  erect  any  new  parish^  to  dismember 
or  sub-diyide  any  parish^  or  unite  two  or  more  parishes,  or  to  alter 
or  modify  the  bounds,  limits,  or  division  lines  of  any  parish  already 
established  and  erected,  according  to  law ;  or  when  in  any  parish 
or  mission  it  is  required  to  construct  a  parish  church  or  chapel,  or 
chapel  of  ease,  or  a  sacristy,  or  other  appurtenance  of  any  such 
church  or  chapel,  or  a  parsonage-house,  and  the  appurtenances 
thereof,  or  a  churchyard,  or  to  alter  or  repair  the  same,  or  any  of 
them,  in  any  of  the  said  cases,  on  a  petition  of  a  majority  of  the 
inhabitants  (being  freeholders)  interested  in  them,  the  erection, 
sub-division,  dismemberment,  or  union  of  any  parish  or  parishes, 
or  in  any  alteration  or  modification  of  the  bounds  or  limits  of  any 
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J.  C.        parish,  or  interested  in  the  construction,  or  in  any  alteration  or 
1875       repairs  of  any  church,  parsonage-house,  or  churchyard  as  afore- 
Ci7B^&a,DK  ^^f  ^^^^  petition  being  presented  to  the  Koman  Catholic  bishop 
Vebch^b»    of  the  diocese." 

V, 
COBFOBATION  .       ,  x-  >ie 

DB  And  section  45  enacts : — 

**  And  for  avoiding  doubts  as  to  the  person  who  ought  by  law  to 

preside  at  general,  parish,  or  fabrique  meetings  for  the  election  of 
churchwardens  and  other  persons  for  which  parish  and  fabrique 
meetings  are  by  law  required  in  the  Roman  Catholic  parishes  of 
Lower  Canada — 

''  1.  Every  general, /obrtft^,  and  parish  meeting  for  the  election 
of  churchwardens  and  other  purposes,  for  which  the  law  requires 
general  meetings  of  the  parishes  and  members  of  fabriques  in  the 
Boman  Catholic  parishes  of  Lower  OafMda,  shall  be  presided  over 
by  the  ourS  of  the  parish  or  the  priest  administering  the  same ; 
and  every  proceeding  at  such  meeting  shall  be  entered  in  the 
register  of  proceedings  of  such  parish  in  the  usual  manner  and 
form,  notwithstanding  any  usage  or  custom  to  the  contrary  which 
may  have  been  introduced  into  any  parishes.  (23  Vict  c.  67,  s.  1.) 

**2.  Every  such  parish  meeting  shall  be  summoned  in  the 
manner  usual  in  the  parish.    (Ibid.  s.  2.) 

^  3.  The  only  persons  who  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  such 
parish  meetings,  when  such  parish  meetings  are  necessary  to  the 
election  of  churchwardens,  shall  be  the  resident  parishioners  being 
householders.  (Ibid.  s.  3.) 

^'4.  This  question  shall  not  eiffeci  fabriqiAe  and  parish  meetings 
which  have  been  held  and  presided  over  contrary  to  the  provisions 
thereof;  and  any  proceedings  which  have  been  or  shall  be  insti- 
tuted in  consequence  of  such  meetings  shall  be  decided  sis  though 
this  section  had  not  been  enacted."  (Ibid.  s.  5.) 

The  allegation  that  a  contrary  custom  prevails  in  the  parish  of 
Vercheres  remains  to  be  considered.  At  one  time,  no  doubt,  a 
great  variety  of  usage  and  custom  on  this  subject  prevailed  in 
France;  and  some  variety  has  existed  in  Canada.  Oral  and 
documentary  evidence  with  respect  to  the  alleged  custom  in 
Vercheres  was  produced  before  the  Courts  below.  Their  Lord- 
ships have  examined  the  schedules  and  summary  taken  from  the 
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Registry  on  this  subject  which  form  a  part  of  the  Becord  before        J.  a 
them.  1875 

There  are  certainly  some  errors  and  omissions  in  these  docn-  GijBi,&c.,Ds 
ments ;  but  their  Lordships  see  no  reason  to  suppose  that  such   VaaCTtliRw 
errors  and  omissions  were  intentional,  or  that  the  euri  is  open  to  ICobpobatiom 
any  charge  of  mala  fdes  in  this  matter.     But  apart  from  this   Ybbob^bbb. 
circumstance  the  Courts  below  held,  and,  in  the  opinion  of  their  ' 
Lordships,  rightly  held,  not  only  that  no  such  contrary  custom 
had  been  established  by  the  evidence,  but  that  a  custom  of  sum- 
moning the  parishioners  on  all  but  the  ordinary  occasions  of  the 
parish  was  proved. 

The  result  of  their  Lordships'  examination  of  the  history  of 
and  authorities  qu  the  first  question  is,  that  the  matter  of  taking 
legal  proceedings  with  respect  to  this  road,  inasmuch  as  it  affected 
the  property  of  the  fabrique  and  incurred  the  responsibility  of  a 
lawsuit,  was  a  matter  of  that  gravity  and  importance  which, 
according  to  principle  and  authority,  required  the  previous  auto- 
risaiion  of  the  parishioners  duly  convened  for  deliberation  on  the 
subject ;  and  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  the  existence 
of  any  custom  in  this  parish  which  renders  the  general  law 
inapplicable  to  it. 

The  remaining  questidn,  namely,  whether  it  was  competent  to 
the  Bespondents  to  plead  this  nullity  as  a  jm  de  non-recevoir  is 
really  a  question  of  pleading ;  and  their  Lordships  would  be  very 
reluctant  to  interfere  with  the  deliberate  judgments  of  the  two 
Canadian  Courts  respecting  it.  Their  Lordships,  however,  have 
consulted  various  authorities  on  this  subject,  and  find  them  to  be 
such  as  fully  to  warrant  the  opinion  of  the  judges  of  the  Courts 
below. 

Thus  Dalloz,  in  the  earlier  edition  of  his  work  {DaUoZy  Juris. 
Qeii.  du  Boyaume^  tit.  **  Fabrique  des  J^Zisea,"  torn.  viii.  p.  14, 
s.  58)  :— 

"  Le  de/aiU  d^autorisaiion  de  la  fahrique  produit-41  une  nuUUe 
ahsoiue  1  Vautorisaiion  est-eUe  necessaire  pour  difendre  sur  Vappel  et 
pour  86  pourvoir  en  cassation  1  Nous  nous  en  riferons  a  ce  que 
nous  avons  dii  sur  ces  questions  au  mot '  communes,*  section  2." 

It  is  obvious  that  no  distinction  in  principle  upon  this  question 
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J.  0.       of  pleading  can  be  taken  between  the  eases  of  the  fahrique  mi. 

1875  the  commune,  and,  accordingly,  following  this  reference,  their 
CDB<,fto.,DE  Lordships  find  that,  in  his  later  edition  of  1848,  the  author,  under 
V«BCHfeBE8  ^jj^  title  ''Commtme;'  tit  5,  c.  13,  observes,  first  (November, 
CoBPOBATioir  1764) : 

DB  ''  ' 

Vebot^bbs.  a  ;Effet  de  difavt  d'auforisaiion  a  Tegourd  de  la  eommune.'-Le 
def endear  poursuivi  par  une  commune  non  autoriaSe  a  cet  effetpevi 
evwoyer  devant  Tautorite  judieiaire  v/ne  fin  de  nonrreeevoir  tirSe  de 
Tincapaeite  de  son  adversaire^  et  lee  trihtmaux  doiveni  aecwiUir 
cetie  exception^  alora  quelle  eetjustifiie" 

Further  on,  in  paragraph  1779,  he  considers : — 

**Effet  du  difaut  d^autarieation  a  Vigard  de  Tadvereaire  de  la 
commune. — 8i  le  defendeur  actionni  par  une  commune  non  aidorisee* 
eoU  par  suite  d'un  re/us  du  Coneeil  de  Prefecture^  aoU  parce  qu'eUe 
aura  neglige  de  addresser  a  ce  ConaeU^  oppoae  lafi/nde  non-recevoir^ 
tiree  de  cette  violation  deaformea,  la  commune  doit  etre  declaree  non- 
recevahle." 

Balloz  examines  at  length  the  question  whether,  if  ^'  ^^  la  fin  de 
non-recevoir "  has  not  been  invoked,  the  adversary  of  the  **  Oom- 
mune  "  can  avail  himself  of  the  nullity  resulting  from  the  defect 
of  **  autoriaationy  He  observes  that  there  have  formerly  been 
three  schools  of  opinion  upon  this  subject.  According  to  one  school 
this  defect  produced  an  absolute  nullity,  and  could  be  alleged 
at  any  stage  of  the  cause,  even  before  the  Court  of  Cassation. 
According  to  the  second  school,  the  exception  must  have  been 
taken  before  the  Judges  of  first  instance. 

Between  these  two  schools  of  opinion  came  the  third,  of  which 
Merlin  was,  in  fact,  the  founder,  and  which  ultimately  triumphed. 
This  distinguished  French  jurist  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  objection  must  have  been  taken  before  the  case  reached  the 
Court  of  Cassation,  either  before  the  Judges  of  the  first  or  second 
instance. 

This  has  now  become  the  law  of  France^  and  the  whole  matter 
is  thus  summed  up  by  BaUoz : — 

''  Ainai  et  pour  r6aumer  ee  que  noua  venona  de  dire,  le  pourvoi  en 
caaaation^  fondi  aur  ce  defaut  d*autoriaation,  ne  pent  etre  ouvert  a 
Tadveraaire  de  la  commune  quaviani  que  ce  moyen  a  eti  propose  en 
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premiere  instance  ou  en  appel;  mats  ilpeid  etre  invoque  devant  lee       J.  C. 
juges  du  seeond  degre^  quoiqu'H  ne  Fait  pas  eti  en  premiere  inetancey        1875 
a  moins  que  la  partie  n'y  ait  renono^  expreaeSment  ou  iaeitement.**  Ouvi,Ao^im 
(Par.  1786.)  VEBcmiias 

Merlin,  in  his  ^'Beperloire  de  Jurisprudence,''  tit.  "Nullite;*  §  2,  Corpobation 
''  Par  qui  les  nuHHes  peuvent-eBes  Stre  'dlleguSes"  says : —  Ybbcbebes. 

^*  L  On  distingue,  sur  eette  question,  deux  sorles  de  nuttiles,  Tune       *~^ 
dhsolue,  Tautre  relative. 

**La  premiere  peut  etre  alUguie  par  ioutes  sortes  de  personnes  ; 
la  teconde  ne  peut  Tetre  que  par  eeux  en  faveur  de  qui  eUea&i 
prononcee. 

"*  Cette  nuUite  [namely,  the  first]  pent  etre  dbjeetSe,  non-seuIemerU 
par  la  parlie  puklique,  mais  encore  par  ioutes  sortes  de  personnes, 
8ans  qu*on  puisse  leur  opposer  qu'eUes  se  prSvalent  du  droit  d^v/n  tiers  ; 
et  le  juge  peut  y  prendre  Segard  d! office  quand  personne  ne  la  pro- 
poserait." 

And  so  M.  BoUand  de  ViBargues,  in  his  comparatively  recent 
work  "  Dictionnaire  du  Droit  Civil,"  tit.  **  Auiorisation  pour  plaider/' 
observes : — 

"Le  defaui  d^autorisation peut  etre  oppose  par  ioutes  les  parties, 
et  meme  cCofflce,  en  tout  Stat  de  cause :  et  U  vide  tous  les  aetes  de  la 
procedure  d*une  nuUite  radicale.  H  s'agit  id  d^une  formaliid  qui  est 
iordre public  et  substantieUe" 

A  category  which  embraces  the  present  case. 

''Le  point,"  this  author  adds,  "erf  constant,''  and  he  refers  to 
several  judgments  of  the  Court  "Cassation"  in  support  of  his 
opinion. 

Other  authorities  might  be  cited  to  the  same  effect. 

Upon  the  whole,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  upon  both 
questions  the  Canadian  Courts  have  come  to  a  right  decision,  and 
that  this  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs.  And  they  will 
humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  this  effect. 

Attorneys  for  the  Appellants:    Messrs.  Bisehoff,  Bompas,  dt 
Bischoff. 
Attorney  for  the  Respondent :  Mr.  J.  T.  Simpson. 
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J.  o.»      THE  ATTORNET-GENEEAL  OP  VICTORIA  .  Appbllaht; 

1875  AND 


.Yay  4, 5, 6,  JOHN  ETTERSHANK  ..••...•  Bespondbht. 

7,8: 
J^J^*  AND  THE  CBOSS  APPEAL. 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  VICTORIA. 

Victoria  Land  AcU— Crown  Remedies  and  Liability  Statute,  1865— Ibf/W^ttre 
qf  Lease— Waiver — Bight  to  the  Orant  in  Fee  qf  an  Allotment — Specific 
Performance — Notice  of  Forfeiture  under  sect.  101  (f  Land  Act^  1869. 

On  the  29tli  of  June,  1865,  5.,  who  as  bolder  of  a  certifioate  under  the 
Zand  Act,  1862,  was  entitled  to  a  right  of  selection  under  sect.  7  of  the 
Amending  Land  Act,  1865,  exercised  that  right,  and  selected  an  allotment 
•of  land,  of  which,  after  payment  of  a  year's  rent,  he  was  put  into  possession, 
subject,  according  to  the  Act  of  1862^  to  **  the  usual  covenant  for  payment 
•of  rent,  and  a  condition  for  re-entry  on  non-payment  thereof."  He  failed  to 
<sultivate,  build,  or  inclose  within  the  year,  as  required  by  the  36th  aecticm 
•of  the  Land  Act,  1862 ;  and  although  some  subsequent  rent  was  received, 
this  allotment  was,  on  the  16th  of  April,  1869,  declared  to  be  forfeited  for 
**  non-payment  of  rent»  non-compliance  with  the  provisions,  and  non-per- 
formance of  covenants,"  incident  to  the  tenure  under  the  Act 

In  1872  E.  purchased  the  allotment  from  S,,  having  previously  received 
4in  assurance  from  the  Government  that  it  would  receive  the  back  rent  and 
issue  the  lease.  The  lease  was  subsequently  executed  by  the  governor, 
and  issued  to  8.,  dated  in  conformity  with  sect.  11  of  the  Land  Act,  1862,  on 
the  29th  of  June,  1865,  the  day  on  which  S,  became  entitled  as  selector  to 
have  it  E.  thereupon  completed  his  purchase,  and  on  the  SOth  of  July, 
1872,  registered  his  title,  and  obtained  a  certificate  thereof  under  the  Transfer 
of  Land  Statute,  Subsequently  the  Government  refused  to  receive  the  back 
rent  when  tendered  by  E, 

In  a  suit  by  E,  by  petition  of  right  under  the  Crown  Remedies  and 
Liability  Stattite,  1865,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  grant  in  fee  simple 
of  the  said  allotment,  as  the  registered  proprietor  of  the  lease  as  aforesaid, 
the.Govemment  contended  that  the  lease  to  S.,  or  the  right  to  it«  was  for- 
feited and  became  absolutely  void,  (a),  by  non-improvement  within  a 
year ;  ((),  by  non-payment  of  rent ;  (c),  by  breaches  of  covenant  as  above. 
E.  replied  that  the  forfeiture  could  be  and  was  waived,  (a),  as  to  non-im- 
provement and  other  breaches  of  covenant,  by  subsequent  receipt  of  rent^and 
by  issuing  the  lease  to  6, ;  (h),  as  to  non-payment  of  rent,  by  issuing  lease  to 
8, ;  otherwise,  that  he  was  entitled  in  equity  to  relief  against  the  forfeiture :— 

Edd,  ihaA,  having  regard  to  sect.  22  of  the  Act  of  1862,  the  forfeiture 


•  Praen^-— Snt  James  W.  Colyilk,  Sib  Babses  Peacock,  Sib  Mohtaoub 
E.  Smith,  Sib  Robebt  P.  Golldeb,  and  Sib  Hekbt  S.  Keating. 
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was  capable  of  being  waived,  and  was,  in  fact,  waived  by  the  sabsequent        j.  o. 
aooeptanoe  of  rent,  and  by  the  issuing  of  the  lease  to  S.    Notwithstanding        .g-g 
that  snch  lease  was,  under  sect  11  of  the  said  Act,  dated  before  the  for-        v^vw 
feiture  occurred,  it  operated  to  affirm  the  tenancy,  of  which  it  waived  the    Attobnkt- 
forfeiture,  together  with  all  interests  springing  therefrom,  including  the   qf  ^^ma 
right  to  a  grant  of  the  fee.    Otherwise,  and  if  there  had  been  no  waiver,  the  «. 

lessee  in  possession  was  entitled,  both  under  the  Act  and  the  terms  of  the  Eitsbshask. 
lease,  to  relief  in  equity  against  the  forfeiture  for  non-payment  of  rent,  and 
to  a  decree  for  specific  perfonnance,  upon  proper  terms,  of  the  statutory 
eontxact^ 

Keating  v.  Sparrow  (1)  distinguished* 

Persons  entitled  to  exercise  rights  of  selection  under  sect.  7  of  the  Amend-' 
4ng  Act  of  1865  are  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  sect.  126  of  the  Act  of 
1862. 

Sect  101  of  the  Land  Act  of  1869  must  not  be  construed  so  as  to  make 
notice  in  the  Gazette  evidence  not  only  of  a  forfeiture,  but  also  of  the  right 
to  forfeit,  in  cases  where  no  substantive  power  had  been  previously  given 
to  the  governor  to  declare  a  forfeiture,  nor  any  corresponding  provisions 
made  for  enabling  lessees  to  shew  cause  against  the  exercise  of  such  a 
power. 

Qucere,  whether  this  section  applies  to  leases  issued  after  the  Act  has  come 
into  operation. 

Quoere,  as  to  the  efifect  of  the  certificate  of  title  obtained  by  E.  under  the 
nVans/er  of  Land  Statute, 

The  claim  in  this  petition  of  right  arises  out  of  a  contract  with  Her 
Majesty  within  the  meaning  of  sect  27  of  the  Oroum  Remedies  and  Liability 
Statute,  1865,  since  the  right  to  the  grant  of  the  fee,  although  created  by 
statute,  is  conferred  upon  the  holder  of  a  lease,  as  a  statutory  right  annexed 
to  the  lease  and  an  implied  term  of  the  contract. 

XHESE  and  the  following  cases  were  seven  appeals  from  decrees 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria,  in  five  suits 
brought  against  the  Attorney-General  of  the  Colony,  by  persons 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to  grants  in  fee  simple  of  land  under  the 
Clolonial  Land  Acts.  The  arguments  therein  were  heard  consecu- 
tiyely,  and  on  a  later  day  the  judgments  were  pronounced. 

The  first  of  these  five  suits  gave  rise  to  the  two  above-mentioned 
•cross  appeals.  The  facts  of  the  case  and  the  nature  of  the  suit 
3xe  detailed  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships.  The  petition  of 
right  therein  mentioned  was  dismissed  by  Mr.  Justice  Molesworth 
on  the  10th  of  March,  1873,  which  dismissal  was  reversed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  {Barry,  C  J.,  Williams  and  FeUotpes,  J  J.)  on  the 
30th  of  September,  1873.  The  Eespondent  Ettershank  was  thereby 

(1)  1  BaU  &  Seattle,  Ir.  Ch.  Bep.  367. 
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J.  0.       declared  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  lease  granted  under  the 

1875  Colonial  Land  Acts^  and  dated  the  29th  of  June,  1865,  and  to  the 
Attobkkt-  I'ight  of  purchasing  the  fee  simple  of  the  land  comprised  therein, 
o?^S^OTiA  P^^^^d  b®  P*i^  *t®  rent  due  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  8  per 

jf'         cent,  per  annum,  and  the  penalty  of  5«.  per  acre  imposed  by  sect. 

98  of  the  Land  Act,  1869,  within  three  months.    In  default  of 

payment  the  petition  was  to  stand  dismissed  with  costs ;  but  on 
payment  or  tender  of  the  rent  and  penalty  within  the  time  afore- 
said, the  Attorney-General  was  directed  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
Bespondent  Uttershank, 

Mr.  J.  F.  Stephen,  Q  C,  and  Mr.  Kdcewieh,  for  the  Attorney- 
General  of  Victoria : — 

The  grant  of  the  lease  after  the  forfeiture  of  the  tenancy  was  not 
a  waiver  of  the  forfeiture.  The  lease  was  granted  in  1872,  but 
dated  in  1865,  and  by  sect.  11  of  the  Land  Act  of  1865  must  be 
construed  as  granted  in  1865.  Having  regard  to  its  terms,,  and 
especially  to  the  clause  for  re«entry  contained  therein,  the  utmost 
effect  v^ich  can  be  given  to  it  ia  that  JStteraJiank  was  placed  in  the 
same  position  as  if  it  bad  been  granted  to  Strong  in  1865,  that  is,, 
instead  of  haying  no  lease  he  had  obtained  a  void  lease.  Other- 
wise the  lease  imposed  conditions  which  could  not  be  fulfilled ;  the 
clause  of  re-entry,  which  is  an  essential  part  of  it  under  the  statute, 
would  be  unmeaning  and  the  lease*  itself  an  absurdity.  Grants 
from  the  Crown  are  not,  like  grants  from  private  persons,  construed 
strictly  against  the  grantor;  and  moreover  this  was  a  third  species 
of  grant,  viz.  a  grant  under  a  legislative  enactment,  and  therefore 
one  the  terms  of  which  were  considered  in  the  interests  of  the 
public,  and  the  rule  of  construction  adopted  must  be  influenced  by 
that  circumstance.  The  lease  in  its  plain  meaning  was  voidable  at 
the  option  of  the  Government  for  the  breaches  of  covenant  which, 
were  committed,  and  the  Government  exercised  that  option ;  and 
the  lease,  which  speaks  from  1865,  was  declared  to  be  forfeited 
by  the  notice  in  the  Gazette  of  April,  1869.  There  is  no  title  in 
equity  to  relief  against  this  forfeiture,  which  it  is  contended  has 
not  been  waived.  Equity  does  not  grant  relief  against  provisions* 
of  a  statute,  or  against  those  provisions  of  a  statutory  lease  which 
have  been  introduced  by  the  express  direction  of  the  Legislature. 
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The  principle  upon  which  Equity  grants  relief  against  forfeiture       J.  0. 
in  cases  like  the  present  is  stated  in  the  following  cases :  Keating       1875 
V.  Sparrow  (1) ;  Peachy  v.  Dvke  of  Somerset  (2) ;  In  re  Brain  (3),   attw!net- 
Belief  is  not  given  except  against  forfeiture  for  non-payment  of  ^jP^J^^ 
rent :   HiU  v.   Barclay  (4) ;   Bowser  v.  Colby  (5) ;   Qregory  v.         «• 
Wilson  (6) ;  NoTces  v.  QOibon  (7).  Et™«uhk. 

The  Court  should  not  go  behind  what  is  declared  to  be  concfu- 
siye  evidence  of  forfeiture,  sect  101  of  the  Land  Act  of  1869 : 
TeeCs  Case  (8) ;  see  also  Pain  v.  Coonibs  (9). 

Equity  would  not  give  relief  in  ordinary  tenancies  against 
forfeiture  except  within  a  reasonable  time:  see  the  terms  of 
4  Geo.  2,  c.  28y  and  the  Colonial  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
No.  274,  of  1865,  sects.  177,  188.  A  forfeiture  incurred  in  1869 
will  not  be  relieved  against  in  1872. 

There  is  no  title  to  specific  performance  in  this  case,  nor  is  there 
any  contract  which  could  be  enforced  under  the  Crown  Bemedies 
^nd  LidbHiiy  Statute,  1865.  There  is  no  occasion  to  decree 
:8pecific  performance  where  the  Plaintiff  can  be  put  in  the  same 
j)osition  as  he  was  before  the  contract ;  and  in  this  case  Ettershank 
has  not  paid  a  farthing  to  the  Crown,  and  he  has  got  what  he  bar- 
gained for,  viz.  a  void  lease.  They  referred  to  Fry  on  Specific 
Performance  [Ed.  1858],  p.  275,  s.  623 ;  Spence  Eq.  Jur.  vol.  i. 
§  630;  Johnson  v.  Shrewsbury  and  Birmingham  BaUway  Com.- 
pany  (10).  Any  lease  ordered  by  this  Court  must  be  granted 
under  the  Land  Act  of  1869  (see  sect.  4),  and  not  otherwise,  and 
must  contain  similar  covenants  to  those  the  antecedent  breach  of 
which  have  forfeited  the  lease  granted  in  1872.  As  to  the  ques- 
tions in  the  cross  appeal,  they  contended  that  interest  was  pro- 
perly chargeable  on  arrears  of  rent  from  the  time  when  such  rent 
ought  to  have  been  paid.  Under  the  98th  section  of  the  Land 
Aetj  1869,  no  Crown  grant  could  properly  be  made  to  the  Appel- 
lant, except  under  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  order  of  the 
Supreme  Court. 

(1)  1  Ball  &  Beattie,  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  367 ;         (6)  9  Hare,  683. 
Bee  especially  p.  373.  (7)  3  Drew.  68L 

(2)  1  Strange,  446 ;  see  p.  463.  (8)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  674;  Law  Rep. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  389;  eeo  p.  410.  2  H.  L.  362. 

(4)  16  Ves.  402 ;  18  Ves.  66.  (9)  1  De  G.  &  J.  34. 

(5)  1  Hare,  125.  (10)  3  D.  M,  &  G.  914. 
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J.O.  Mr.  Cotton^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Ince^  for  Etterahank: — 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  various  Land  Acts  of  the  colony  the 


'^G^^'   grant  of  the  lease  in  1872,  and  the  registration  of  Etiershank's  title 
OF  VicTOBiA  under  the  Transfer  of  Land  Staiute,  operated  to  ^est  in  him,  subject 
KmBSHAKK.  only  to  the  due  payment  of  the  rent  then  due  and  to  accrue  due 
(which  payment  he  was  ready,  willing,  and  offered  to  make),  the 
right  to  have  his  title  completed  by  the  grant  of  the  fee  simple  in< 
the  allotment  comprised  in  the  lease.    Assuming  that  the  tenancy 
had  been  forfeited  before  the  grant  of  the  lease  in  1872,  the 
issuing  of  ench  lease  was  in  itself  a  waiver  of  any  and  every  for- 
feiture theretofore  committed.    Even  if  there  had  been  no  waiver^ 
still  EUershankj  in  1872,  went  to  the  head  of  the  Government 
department,"  and  received  from  him  the  assurance  that  he  could 
and  would  receive  the  back  rent  and  issue  the  lease.    Ettershanh 
purchased  on  the  faith  of  such  assurance,  and  the  Government 
cannot  now  be  heard  to  contend  that  it  granted  a  void  lease,  after 
its  own  representation  that  it  would  issue  a  lease  for  an  existing: 
interest,  whicii  Ettershanh  might  safely  purchase.    Not  merely 
was  the  issuing  of  the  lease,  even  without  the  representation  which 
accompanied  it,  a  waiver  of  the  forfeiture,  but  the  mere  receipt  of 
rent  by  the  proper  officer  of  Government,  with  notice  of  a  forfei- 
ture previously  committed,  was  itself  a  waiver.  As  to  non-payment 
of  rent  working  a  forfeiture,  it  was  the  case  of  a  penalty  in  respect 
of  which  a  contract  had  intervened.    Although  a  statutory  penalty, 
it  was  annexed  to  a  contract    Courts  of  Equity  consider  clauses  of 
re-entry  as  intended  to  secure  payment  of  the  rent^  and  such  was 
the  true  construction  and  effect  of  the  clause  in  the  present  case : 
Keating  v.  Sparrow  (1).    Down  to  4  Geo.  2,  the  Courts  of  Equity 
acted  without  any  limits  as  to  time.     [They  referred  to  In  re^ 
Brain  (2),  and  to  Peachy  v.  Bvke  of  Somerset  in  2  White  and 
Tudor^s  Leading  Cases,  p.  1082,  and  the  statute  of  4  Geo.  2,  therein 
referred  to,  with  the  note  thereon :  see  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  and 
Victorian  Statute,  No.  274,  of  1865,  s.  177.]    The  notice  of  forfei- 
ture  in  the  Gazette  purporting  to  be  made  under  sect.  101  of  Act  360* 
of  1869,  could  not  avoid  a  lease  granted  in  1872 ;  and  moreover  waa 
not  issued  under  any  statutory  authority  at  all,  for  the  section  does- 

(1)  1  Ball  &  Seattle,  868 ;  see  p.  374.  (2)  Law  Rep.  18  Eq.  389. 
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not  apply  to  this  case,  the  Goyernment  not  having  been  authorized       J.  0. 
by  any  previous  Act  to  declare  a  forfeiture  with  respect  to  cases       1875 
like  the  present.    It  could  not  operate  as  a  mere  publication  to   Attobnet- 
the  tenant  that  the  lease  had  been  avoided  under  its  ordinary  pro-  oi^^ctoma 
Tisions ;  the  alternative  would  be  to  regard  it  as  an  exercise  of  ^     ** 
arbitrary  power  conferred  by  a  retrospective  law,  and  sect  101       — 
will  not  be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  or  validate  such  proceed- 
ing: M'BoweU  V.  Myle$  (1).     So  long  as  there  is  a  valid  and 
subsisting  lease  the  holder  has  a  right  to  pay  the  purchase-money 
and  obtain  a  grant  of  the  fee.    The  Land  Acts  of  1862  and  1865 
have  affixed  to  the  lease  a  contract  to  that  effect,  and  EUerzhank 
is  entitled  to  a  specific  performance  of  it :  HaU  v.  Cazenove  (2) ; 
Bridges  V.  L&nffman^  which  was  a  case  of  a  Crown  lease  (8).    And 
as  to  the  question  of  delay  in  coming  for  specific  performance,  see 
Mo88  V.  Burton  (4) ;  Davenport  v.  Waiter  (5). 

As  regards  the  cross  appeal,  interest  on  rent  in  arrear  is  not  due 
either  under  the  Land  Ad,  1862,  the  Amending  Act  of  1865,  or  the 
lease.  The  penalty  of  58.  per  acre,  for  non-compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  s.  86  of  the  former  Act,  does  not  apply  to  persons  who 
select  under  the  latter  Act.  It  is  contrary,  moreover,  to  the  equity 
of  the  126th  section  of  the  Crown  Lands  ile<,1862,  that  the  Crown 
should  seek  to  enforce  the  penalty,  after  the  Crown,  through  the 
Board  of  Lands  and  Works,  by  accepting  rent,  and  issuing  the 
lease,  had  condoned  the  non-performance  by  Strong  of  the  obliga- 
tions imposed  by  the  36th  section. 

Mr.  /.  F.  Stephen^  Q.C.,  in  reply : — 

As  regards  the  representation  made  by  Mr,  Orant,  the  head 
of  the  Grovernment  department,  to  UtterBhank^  if  Grant  were 
the  lessor,  and  Strong  the  lessee,  that  representation  would  be 
of  serious  import.  It  is  contended  that  these  leases  rest  upon  legis- 
lation of  which  every  one  must  be  aware,  and  that  Mr.  Qrani 
had  no  power  to  alter  that  legislation  by  his  representations.  The 
lease  of  1872  must  be  taken,  under  the  Act,  as  granted  in 

(1)  Vict.  Sup.  Court  Rep.,  Cases  at         (4)  13  L.  T.  (N.S.)  623. 

Law,  vol.  71.  part  i.  p.  16.  (5)  Unreported,  interim  injunction 

(2)  4  Elast,  477.  recently   granted   by  Vice-Chancellor 

(3)  24  :Beav.  27.  Mal%n». 
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J.  C.        1865,  and  then  a  complete  construction  can  be  pnt  upon  it. 

1875  The  forfeiture  for  non-payment  of  rent  immediately  ensued,  and 
AnoBNET-  ^as  waived.  In  1869  the  forfeiture  was  insisted  upon,  and 
oF^^oRLk  *^®^  Etterahanh  buys,  and  Mr.  Chant,  under  mistake  of  law, 
••         giyes  the  lease. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sib  Montague  B.  Smith  :— 

These  cross  appeals  are  the  first  of  a  series  of  seven  appeals  to 
Her  Majesty  from  decrees  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  colony  of 
Vidoria  in  several  suits  brought  against  the  Attorney-General  of 
the  colony,  representing  the  Queen,  by  persons  claiming  to  be 
entitled  to  grants  of  land  under  the  Colonial  Land  Acts. 

The  suit  which  gives  rise  to  the  two  cross  appeals  first  to  be 
considered  was  commenced  by  a  petition  of  tight  on  the  equity 
side  of  the  Court  under  the  Colonial  Act  the  Crown  Bemediei 
and  Liability  Staiuie,  1865.  By  this  petition,  the  suppliant, 
John  Ettershank,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  grant  in  fee  aimple 
of  an  allotment,  as  the  registered  proprietor  of  a  lease  from  the 
Crown  issued  under  the  Colonial  Land  Acts  to  Henry  Strong, 

The  Acts  to  be  considered  are  the  Lwnd  Ad,  1862  (which 
consolidated  and  amended  the  laws  relating  to  the  sale  and  occu- 
pation of  Crown  lands),  the  Amendinff  Land  Act,  1865,  and  the 
Land  Act,  1869. 

By  the  Act  of  1862  lands  were  to  be  set  out  **  in  agricultural 
areas"  for  selection.  A  scheme  was  provided  by  which  any 
person  becoming  the  selector  of  an  allotment  might  purchase  at 
once  the  fee  of  the  whole  upon  payment  of  the  price  of  £1  per 
acre,  or  might  purchase  at  once  the  fee  of  one  moiety  only,  and 
receive  a  lease  of  the  other  moiety  for  a  term  of  eight  years,  at  a 
yearly  rental  of  23.  6d.  per  acre ;  and  upon  full  payment  of  this 
renty  being,  in  fact,  the  purchase-money  for  what  the  statute  calls 
''  the  remaining  moiety,"  the  selector  was  entitled,  at  the  end  of 
the  eight  years,  or  at  any  intermediate  time,  if  the  rent  was  all 
paid  in  advance,  to  a  grant  in  fee  of  this  moiety. 

The  following  are  the  material  sections  on  this  point : — 

''XXL  Every  selector  of  any  such  allotment  shall  be  entitled 
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either  to  purchase  the  fee  of  the  whole  allotment  at  the  price  of       J.  C 
one  pound  for  each  acre  or  fractional  part  of  an  acre  therein,  or  to       1975 
purchase  in  like  manner  and  at  like  price  the  fee  of  one  moiety   Attobnxt- 
thereof,  and  receiye  a  lease  of  the  remaining  moiety  on  the  terms  of'^c^a 

herein  contained.  „ !L.— 

^  XXII.  Every  such  lease  shall  be  for  a  term  of  eight  years,  — 
at  a  rent  payable  yearly  in  advance  of  two  shillings  and  sixpence 
for  each  acre  or  fractional  part  of  an  acre  so  demised,  and  shall 
contain  the  usual  covenant  for  the  payment  of  rent,  and  a  con- 
dition for  re-entry  on  non-payment  thereof;  and  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  last  sum  due  on  account  of  the  rent  so  reserved,  or  at 
any  time  during  the  term  upon  payment  of  the  difference  between 
the  amount  of  rent  actually  paid  and  the  entire  sum  of  one  pound 
for  each  acre,  the  purchaser  of  the  first  moiety,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  grant  of  the  remaining  or  leased  moiety  as 
real  estate,  and  the  enrolment  on  record  of  the  grant  of  the 
remaining  or  leased  moiety  shall  have  relation  back  to,  and  shall 
take  effect  from,  the  time  when  the  grant  of  the  first  moiety  took 
effect** 

It  is  said  that  the  Crown  was  desirous  to  benefit  purchasers 
under  former  Land  Acts,  who  had  bought  allotments  at  a  high 
price,  by  allowing  them  to  select  further  land  on  the  same  terms 
as  selectors  under  the  Act  of  1862  were  to  hold  the  leased  moiety 
of  their  allotments.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  policy,  the 
statute  of  1862  certainly  gave  to  former  purchasers  this  new 
right. 

Sectioiu  23  is  as  follows : — 

"  XXIIL  Every  person,  not  being  a  mortgagee,  seised  at  law 
of,  or  seised  of  an  equity  of  redemption  in,  lands  in  fee  simple 
within  the  colony  of  Vietarta  purchased  previously  to  the  coming 
into  operation  of  this  Act,  shall  be  entitled  to  select  an  allotment 
of  Grown  lands  in  any  agricultural  area,  and  hold  the  same  under 
lease  on  the  same  terms  and  in  the  same  manner  as  hereinbefore 
provided  for  selectors  of  land  in  an  agricultural  area,  and  the 
payment  of  one  year's  rent  shall  constitute  such  person  the  selector 
of  such  land,  provided  the  quantity  to  be  selected  shall  not  exceed 
in  extent  the  land  of  which  he  is  so  seised,  and  in  no  case  shall  the 
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J.  C.       said  land  so  selected  exceed  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres ;  pro- 
1875        yided  that  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  become  a  selector  under 

Attobstr-   this  section  unless  he  shall  apply  for  this  purpose  within  twehe 

OF  "Scotoma  months  from  the  date  of  this  Act." 

BrTKBfiHAMK,      It  was  by  yirtue  of  this  enactment  (extended  as  to  time  by 
sect.  7  of  the  Act  of  1865,  hereinafter  set  out)  that  Strang  became 
a  selector,  and  obtained  the  lease  which  the  suppliant  EUerdhank 
afterwards  purchased. 
Section  36  enacts  as  follows :— * 

**  XXXVL  Every  selector  of  an  allotment  as  aforesaid,  within 
one  year  after  he  becomes  a  selector,  shall  cultivate  at  least  one 
acr6  out  of  every  ten  acres  thereof,  or  shall  erect  thereon  a  habit* 
able  dwelling,  or  shall  inclose  such  allotment  with  a  substantial 
fence.*' 

And  the  following  clause  is  contained  in  Part  VI.  of  the  Act, 
headed,  "  Trespasses  and  Penalties  " : — 

*^  GXXVI.  If  any  selector  of  an  allotment  in  any  agricultural 
area  under  this  Act  shall  not  within  one  year  from  the  time  of  his 
haying  become  the  selector  of  the  same,  cultiyate  at  least  one  acre 
out  of  eyery  ten  thereof  erect  thereon  a  habitable  dwelling,  or  in- 
close the  said  allotment  with  a  substantial  fence,  he  shall  forfeit  a 
penalty  at  the  rate  of  fiye  shillings  for  eyery  acre  comprised  in 
such  allotment ;  but  no  proceedings  to  recoyer  such  penalty  may 
be  taken,  except  by  some  person  authorized  in  that  behalf  by  the 
Board  of  Land  and  Works.** 

Section  11  of  this  Act  is  as  follows : — 

**  Notwithstanding  any  law  or  usage  to  the  contrary,  all  Crown 
grants  and  leases  which  are  issued  after  the  commencement  of  this 
Act  shall  bear  date  on  the  day  when  the  persons  named  therein 
as  grantees  or  lessees  respectively,  first  became  entitled  to  such 
grants  or  leases,  and  shall  be  of  the  same  force  and  validity  as 
if  they  had  been  enrolled  on  the  day  on  which  the  same  bear 
date.'* 

The  7th  section  of  the  Mhendinff  Land  Acty  1865,  provides 
that  '^ former  purchasers'*  entitled  to  select  under  sect.  23  of  the 
Act  of  1862,  and  who  had  not  done  so  within  the  twelve  months 
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mentioned  in  that  Act,  might  exercise  such  selection  within  twelve       J.  0. 
months  after  the  passing  of  the  Amending  Act;  but  '^ subject        1875 
to  all  the   limitations,  conditions,  restrictions,  and  obligations   ATTosim* 
attached  by  the  said  Act  (1862)  to  such  selection  and  purchase."  of^S^ 
....  '*  Provided  that  the  Board  of  Land  and  Works  may  from  „     *• 

JiiTTBRBBAlfK* 

time  to  time  make  such  regulations  as  may  be  thought  neces*        

sary  or  expedient  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  conditions  and 
obligations  aforesaid,  or  of  preventing  the  violation  or  evasion  of 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Land  Act,  1862.*' 
The  Land  Aet^  1869,  contains  the  following  clauses : — 

"  98.  Whenever  a  penalty  has  been  incurred  by  any  person 
under  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-sixth  section  of  the  La/nd  Ad, 
1862,  or  the  seventh  section  of  the  Amending  Land  Ad,  1865,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  governor  to  demand  and  receive  the  amount 
of  such  penalty  in  addition  to  the  purchase-money,  before  issuing 
a  Crown  grant  of  any  allotment  in  respect  of  which  such  penalty 
has  accrued  to  such  person  or  his  assignee:  Provided  that  no 
Crown  grant  of  any  such  allotment  shall  be  issued  unless  the 
person  applying  for  such  grant  shall  have  proved  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  board,  to  be  certified  under  its  seal,  that  the  provisions 
of  the  thirty-sixth  section  of  Act  No.  145,  or  the  seventh  section  of 
the  Amending  Land  Ad,  1865,  as  the  case  may  be,  have  been  fully 
complied  with  in  respect  of  such  allotment,  or  in  default  of  such 
certificate  shall  have  paid  a  penalty  at  the  rate  of  Ss.  for  every 
acre  of  such  allotment 

"101.  All  notices  heretofore  published  in  the  Government 
Gazdie  purporting  to  declare  that  the  governor  had  revoked,  for- 
feited, or  declared  void,  any  lease  or  license  issued  under  any  of 
the  Land  Acts  heretofore  in  force,  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  re- 
ceived in  all  Courts  of  justice  as  conclusive  evidence  that  the  lease 
or  license  was  lawfully  revoked,  forfeited,  or  declared  void,  as  the 
case  may  be." 

The  facts  are  these : — On  the  29th  of  June,  1865,  Strong,  who 
was  a ''  former  purchaser  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  7th  section 
of  the  Amending  Ad,  1866,  and  who  availed  himself  of  the  extended 
time  allowed  by  it,  selected  the  allotment  in  question,  containing 
about  seventy-six  acres,  paid  a  year's  rent  in  advance,  and  was  put 
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J.  C  into  possessioQ.   He  failed  to  caltiyate,  build,  or  inclose  within  the 

1875  year,  as  required  by  the  36th  section  of  the  Act  of  1862.    This 

Attoi^bt-  omission  was  reported  by  the  Crown  Lands'  bailiff  to  the  Board  of 

kJy^osojl  ^^^  *^^  Works,  and  subsequently,  with  knowledge  of  this  report, 

«•  the  rents  for  the  second  and  third  years  were  received  from  Strong 

ErriBflBAMK. 

*— «       by  the  proper  land  oflScers  of  the  Crown,  the  last  payment  being 
on  the  1st  of  April,  1868. 

No  further  rent  was  paid«  On  the  16th  of  April,  1869,  the  fol- 
lowing notice  was  published  in  the  Victoria  Oovemment  Oazette:— 

**  Allotments  forfeited  for  non-payment  of  rent,  &e.,  under  sec- 
tion 7  of  the  Amending  Land  Aot,  1865.  It  is  hereby  notified  that 
the  leases  of  the  several  allotments  specified  in  the  schedule  here- 
unto annexed  have  been  by  the  Governor  in  Council  declared 
forfeited  for  non*payment  of  rent,  non-compliance  with  the  pro- 
visions, and  non-perforQxance  of  covenants  in  the  respective  leases 
under  the  above  section.'* 

The  schedule  contained  the  allotment  in  question,  and  Strongs 
name  as  lessee. 

In  this  state  of  things  the  suppliant,  EUershanh,  entered  into  a 
treaty  for  the  purchase  of  the  allotment  from  Strongbox  from 
persons  claiming  under  him ;  but  before  concluding  an  agreement, 
he  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  ChrarU,  the  President  of  the  Board 
of  Lands  and  Works.  Tliis  took  place  in  April,  1872.  The  sub- 
stance of  what  passed  was,  that  Ettershank  told  Mr.  Ch-atU  of  his 
wish  to  purchase,  if  he  could  do  so  with  safety,  and  asked  if  the 
Government  would  take  the  bapk  rent  and  issue  the  lease.  Mr. 
Grant  desired  time  to  make  inquiries,  and  on  a  second  interview 
told  Ettershank  that  he  found  the  land  had  been  gazetted  as  for- 
feited some  years  ago,  but  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  his  taking 
the  back  rent  and  issuing  the  lease,  and  that  he  would  do  so. 
Ettershank  on  that  assurance  said  he  would  purchase,  and  Mr.  Orant 
gave  instructions  for  the  lease. 

In  July,  1872,  the  lease  was  executed  by  the  governor  and 
issued.  It  is  dated,  in  conformity  with  sect.  11  of  the  Act,  1862, 
on  the  29th  of  June,  1865,  the  day  on  which  Strong  became 
entitled,  as  selector,  to  have  it 

The  lease  'purports  to  be  from  the  Queen  to  Strong.    After 
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reciting  that,  '^  under  the  23rd  and  24th  sections  of  the  Land  Act,  J.  C. 
1862,  and  the  7th  section  of  the  Amending  Land  Act,  1865,  the  1875 
lessee  has  become  entitled  to  receive  a  lease  of  the  land,  and  paid  Attornet- 
in  advance  one  year's  rent,"  it  contains  a  demise  of  the  land  for  opViS^ia 
the  term  of  eight  years,  reserving  a  yearly  payment  of  2«.  6d,  per  p,^^^ 
acre;  and  a  proviso  of  re-entry  in  case  of  non-payment  of  rent,  or  — 
failure  to  cultivate,  build,  or  inclose  within  a  year." 

This  lease  having  been  issued,  Ettershank  completed  his  pur- 
chase, and  on  the  30th  of  July,  1872,  registered  his  title,  and  ' 
obtained  a  certificate  of  title  under  the  Transfer  of  Land  Statute. 
This  certificate  states  that  Ettershank  '^  is  now  the  proprietor  of  a 
leasehold  estate  for  eight  years  from  the  29th  of  June,  1865,"  in 
the  piece  of  land,  describing  it,  *'  being  Crown  allotment." 

Ettershank  has  since  been  in  possession  of  the  allotment. 

Soon  after  the  lease  had  been  issued,  Mr.  Chant  ceased  to  be 
President  of  the  Land  Board,  and  was  succeeded  by  Mr.  Casey, 
who  refused  to  receive  the  back  rent  when  tendered  by  Etter- 
shanky  and  disputed  his  title  to  the  allotment  and  to  a  grant  of 
the  fee. 

In  his  petition  in  this  suit  the  snppliant  offers  to  pay  the  back 
rents  and  penalties  for  non-improvement,  but  submits  he  is  not 
liable  for  the  latter,  which  raises  one  of  the  questions  in  the  cross 


The  defence  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  is  that  the  lease  to  Strang, 
or  the  right  to  it,  was  forfeited — 

(1.)  By  non-improvement  within  a  year ;  and, 

(2.)  By  non-payment  of  rent. 

And,  moreover,  that  by  force  of  sect.  101  of  the  Land  Act, 
1869,  the  notice  published  in  the  Gazette  is  conclusive  evidence 
that  the  lease  was  lawfully  forfeited. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  breaches  of  covenant  above 
referred  to  are  an  answer  to  a  suit  for  specific  performance. 

On  the  part  of  the  suppliant  it  is  answered  that  the  Crown  cannot 
DOW  rely  on  these  causes  of  forfeiture  because — 

(1.)  The  breach  of  the  condition  to  improve  was  waived  by  the 
subsequent  receipt  of  rent,  and  also  by  issuing  the  lease  to  Strang  ^ 
and, 

(2.)  The  non-payment  of  rent  was  waived  by  the  lease  issued  to 
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J.  C.       Strong  ;  and  if  not,  because  a  Court  of  Equity  would  relieve  agaiiiBt 
Ig75        a  forfeiture  on  that  ground. 
AiT^arET-       I^  ^  further  insisted  that  the  certificate  of  title  under  the 
oF^^^m  ^^^^fi*'  of  Land  Aot  is  condusive  as  to  the  suppliant's  right  to 
«.         the  lease. 

The  e£fect  sought  to  be  given  to  the  notice  in  the  Gazette  by 

the  operation  of  sect  101  of  the  Act  of  1869  is  also  denied. 
It  will  be  convenient^  in  the  first  place,  to  consider  this  last 
*  pomt. 

The  sect.  101  applies  only  to  notices  *^  heretofore  published." 
Its  history  appears  to  be  this : — 

By  the  15th  section  of  the  Act  of  1865,  certain  classes  of  persons 
were  prohibited  from  becoming  lessees  or  assignees  of  allotments 
of  agricultural  lands ;  and  it  was  provided  that  if  any  person  in 
violation  of  this  prohibition  became  a  lessee  or  assignee,  the 
governor  in  council  might  <' declare  the  lease  to  be  forfeited;" 
and  upon  publication  of  notice  of  such  declaration  in  the  Oassette, 
the  term  created  by  the  lease  should  cease  and  detennine,  and  the 
allotment  might  be  resold  or  leased. 

The  Supreme  Gourt  of  Victoria  held  that  the  operation  [of  this 
section,  and  of  the  26th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Evidence,  1864^ 
was  to  make  the  Chtzette  evidence  only  of  the  declaration  of  a 
forfeiture,  but  not  that  the  right  to  declare  such  forfeiture  had 
arisen :  MacdoweU  v.  Myles  (1). 

The  Act  of  1869  was  passed  soon  after,  and  it  is  said  in 
consequence  of  this  decision,  and  the  e£fect  of  sect.  101,  in  all 
cases  to  which  it  applies,  no  doubt  is  to  make  notice  in  the 
Gazette  conclusive  evidence  that  the  lease  or  license  was  lawfally 
forfeited. 

It  is  contended  for  the  suppliant  that  the  section  applies  only 
to  cases  where  power  has  been  given  to  the  governor  by  previous 
legislative  enactment  to  declare,  of  his  own  will,  a  forfeiture,  as 
in  the  cases  comprised  in  the  above-mentioned  sect  15  of  the  Act 
of  1865.  Their  Lordships  agree  with  this  view.  It  is  conceded 
that  nojpower  of  this  kind  had  been  given  with  respect  to  leases 
like  [the  present,  and  they  think  it  ought  not  to  be  presumed, 
without  plain  words,  that  the  Legislature  intended,  by  a  retro- 
(1)6W.W.&A'B.16. 
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flpective  law,  to  give  to  the  governor  an  arbitrary  power  to  declare       J.  0. 
void  existing  leases,  especially  such  as  the  present,  where  the        1875 
lessees  are,  in  fact,  inchoate  purchasers  of  the  fee,  who,  when  this    attobkbt- 
Act  passed,  might  haYe  paid  all,  or  nearly  all,  the  instalments  of  ^^^j^;^ 
the  purchase-money.     The  words  of  the  section,  "any  lease  or         g» 
license  issued  under  any  of  the  Land  Acts  "  are  no  doubt  large ;        ...  ^ 
but  they  should  be  read  with  reference  to  the  subject  matter,  and 
the  object  of  the  legislation ;  and  on  reading  them,  their  Lordships 
think  they  may  be  properly  limited  to  the  cases  where  a  substan- 
tiye  power  to  declare  a  forfeiture  had  been  previously  given  to  the 
governor. 

Other  sections  of  the  Act  of  1869  were  referred  to  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  Crown  with  a  view  to  shew  that  the  Legislature 
intended  by  this  Act  to  give  a  large  discretionary  power  to  the 
governor.  But  these  when  looked  at  furnish  reasons  for  the 
limited  construction  of  sect.  101.  Sect.  20  (like  sect  15  of  the  Act 
of  1865)  prohibits  certain  persons  from  becoming  licensees^  and,  in 
case  of  a  violation  of  the  prohibition,  enables  the  governor  to 
declare  the  license  to  be  forfeited;  and  then,  upon  publication 
of  notice  in  the  Oazette  the  interest  is  to  cease.  Again,  sect  22 
enables  the  governor,  on  certain  things  being  proved  to  his  satis- 
&ction,  to  revoke  licenses  and  resume  possession  of  the  lands, 
providing  for  notice  in  the  Oazette  of  such  revocation. 

It  thus  appears  that  in  the  cases  embraced  by  these  sections, 
which  it  is  to  be  observed  extend  to  licenses  only,  substantive 
powers  to  forfeit  and  revoke  are  expressly  given  to  the  governor. 

Then  by  sect.  100  it  is  provided,  that  all  persons  whose  leases 
OT  licenses  under  that  or  former  Acts  are  deemed  liable  to  forfeiture, 
except  for  non-payment  of  rent  or  fees,  should  be  allowed  to  shew 
cause  to  the  minister  against  such  forfeiture,  and  that  their  cases 
should  be  publicly  heard. 

From  the  manner,  therefore,  in  which  forfeitures  are  dealt  with 
in  the  above  clauses,  it  is  unreasonable  to  presume  that  sect  101 
was  intended  to  make  notice  in  the  OaeeUe  evidence  not  only  of 
the  forfeiture,  but  of  the  right  to  forfeit,  in  the  cases  where  no 
substantive  power  had  been  given  to  the  governor  to  declare  a 
forfeiture,  nor  any  provision  made  for  enabling  the  lessees  to  shew 
cause  against  the  exercise  of  such  a  power. 
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J.  c.  It  is  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  that  it  was 

1875        conceded  by  the  Attorney-General  that  this  enactment  did  not 

Attowiby.   coiifer  any  new  power,  but  merely  gave  to  the  Oazette  notice 

QF^^^uA  S^^^^^^  eflScacy  as  evidence  than  it  previously  possessed.    Their 

V.         Lordships  cannot  in  a  question  of  construction  rest  upon  this 

— -.     *  concession,  nor  did  the  Supreme  Court  act  upon  it,  for  the  Judges 

gave  their  own  reasons  for  coming  to  the  decision,  in  which  their 

Lordships  agree,  that  the  section  is  inapplicable  to  the  present 

case. 

It  was  further  argued  that,  in  any  view,  the  section  could  not 
affect  a  lease  issued  after  the  Act  came  into  operation.  But  the 
construction  which  their  Lordships  have  given  to  the  clause 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  determine  this  point,  or  the  question  of 
the  effect  of  the  certificate  of  title  obtained  by  Ettershafik  under 
the  Transfer  of  Land  Act. 

The  questions  to  be  next  considered  are,  whether  the  forfeitures 
have  been  waived. 

It  was  contended  for  the  Crown,  in  the  first  place,  that  these 
forfeitures  made  the  lease  absolutely  void,  and  incapable  of  being 
affirmed  by  any  act  of  waiver. 

Their  Lordships  are  unable  to  concur  in  that  view.  So  far  as 
the  obligation  to  improve  depends  on  the  statutes,  it  is  nowhere 
enacted  that  the  non-fulfilment  of  it  shall  avoid  the  lease.  A  penal 
sum  is  in  such  a  case  to  be  paid,  and  the  98th  section  of  the  Act 
of  1869,  which  makes  the  payment  of  such  penalty,  when  in- 
curred, a  condition  precedent  to  a  grant  of  the  fee,  is  conclusive  to 
shew  that  the  Legislature  did  not  treat  the  breach  of  the  obligation 
to  improve  as  being,  ipso  facto,  an  avoidance  of  the  lease.  Then, 
so  £etr  as  the  obligations  to  improve  and  pay  rent,  and  the  liability 
to  forfeiture,  are  governed  by  the  lease,  any  breach  of  these 
obligations,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  would  render  the  lease 
voidable  only,  and  not  void.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this 
would  be  the  construction  of  the  condition  for  re-entry  in  a  lease 
from  a  private  person,  and  they  think  the  construction  cannot  be 
different  in  the  case  of  a  lease  of  this  kind  from  the  Crown.  It 
was  held  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  to  be  dear  that  a  forfeiture 
incurred  by  a  lessee  under  such  a  condition  of  re-entry  contained 
in  a  Crown  lease,  was  waived  by  the  receipt  of  subsequent  rent : 
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Bridjies^Y.  Longman  (1).     It  is  to  be  observed  that  what  the       J.  C. 

statute  directs  to  be  inserted  in  the  lease  is  a  condition  for  re*        1875 

entry,  and  not  a  condition  making  the  lease  void.  Attoanet- 

Assamingi  then,  the  condition  of  re-entry  made  the  lease  void-  q^^otoma 

able  only,  their  Lordships  cannot  doubt  that  with  regard  to  the  ^     ^' 

•"  *  ,  "  Ettershass. 

failure  to  improve  within  a  year,  this  ground  of  forfeiture  was        — 

waived  by  the  subsequent  receipt  of  rent.  It  appears  that  the 
proper  land  o£Bcer  received  the  second  and  third  year's  rent,  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  failure  to  improve,  and  their  Lordships  see 
no  reason  for  not  attributing  to  these  acts  the  ordinary  conse- 
quence of  affirming  the  tenancy. 

Then  with,  regard  to  the  forfeiture  occasioned  by  the  failure  of 
Strong  to  pay  the  subsequent  rent,  it  was  contended  that  it  was 
waived  when  the  lease  was  executed  and  issued  at  EUerskanJcB 
instance  in  July,  1872.  It  was  answered  for  the  Crown  that^  inas- 
much as  the  statute  requires  that  the  lease,  whenever  issued,  shall 
bear  date  on  the  day  when  the  selector  became  entitled  to  it,  and 
shall  be  of  the  same  force  as  if  enrolled  on  the  day  of  its  date,  that 
not  only  must  it  be  taken  to  speak  from  that  date,  but  it  must  be 
assumed  that  it  was  then  issued.  It  was  also  argued  that  the 
intention  in  issuing  it  was  not  to  affirm  an  existing  tenancy,  but  to 
give  the  selector  the  lease  to  which  he  was  at  one  time  entitled,  so 
that  he  might  avail  himself  of  his  rights  (if  any)  under  it,  but 
without  admitting  that  any  such  rights  existed. 

Their  Lordships  cannot  concur  in  these  views.  They  are  of 
opinion  that  the  fact  of  issuing  the  lease,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  present  case,  operated  as  a  waiver  of  previous  forfeitures. 
Upon  the  assumption  that  the  right  of  the  selector  had  been 
determined  by  forfeiture,  his  interest  would  have  been  extinct, 
and  the  Crown  could  not  have  been  required  at  his  instance  to 
execute  a  lease.  When,  therefore,  the  governor  executed  and  the 
proper  officer  issued  the  document,  it  must  be  presumed  that  it 
was  intended  to  waive  any  forfeitures,  and  to  affirm  an  existing 
tenancy.  Moreover,  in  the  present  case,  the  argument  that  it  was 
meant  to  issue  a  lease  simply  for  what  it  might  be  worth,  can  have 
no  foundation ;  for  it  is  not  denied  that  JEtier$hank,  on  applying  for 
the  lease,  was  led  to  believe  by  the  President  of  the  Land  Board 

•      (1)  24  Bear.  27. 
ToL.  VL  .  8  2  D 
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J.  C.       that  it  would  be  issued  for  an  existing  interest^  which  he  might 
1875       safely  purchase. 
Attobnkt-       I^  ^^  further  contended  for  the  suppliant  that,  if  there  had 
orYmosLUL  ^^  ^^  waiver,  equity  would  relieve  against  the  forfeiture  for  non- 
v*         payment  of  rent ;  whilst,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  insisted  for  the 
—     '  Crown,  that  these  interests,  being  in  Crown  lands,  and  governed  by 
statutory  regulations,  the  ordinary  relief  afforded  by  the  Court  oonld 
not  be  granted.  As  this  question  arises  in  the  other  appeals,  as  well 
as  in  the  present,  it  will  be  convenient  to  consider  it  in  this  place. 
The  argument  for  the  Crown  was  that^  in  giving  relief,  the 
Court  proceeds  on  the  presumption  that  the  condition  of  forfeiture 
is  intended  merely  as  security  for  payment  of  the  rent ;  audit  was 
said  that  this  presumption  cannot  be  made  in  the  case  of  conditions 
imposed  by  a  statute.    This  would  be  so,  where  a  statute,  either 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  annexes  a  condition  to  an 
estate,  making  it  determinable  on  non-payment  of  rent»  without 
more.    But  that  is  not  the  present  case.    What  the  Act  of  1862 
authorizes  and  prescribes  in  the  case  of  a  selector,  is  that  he  shall 
receive  ''a  lease,"  and  by  sect.  22  such  lease  is  to  contain  **ihe 
usual  covenant  for  payment  of  rent,  and  a  condition  for  re- 
entry on  non-payment  thereof."     When,  therefore,  the  statute 
authorizes  a  lease  with  these  usual  and  well  understood-provisions, 
it  is  reasonable  to  supposo  that  the  Legislature  intended  that  it 
should  operate  as  a  contract  of  the  like  nature  made  between 
private  persons.    The  statute  does  not  direct  that  the  lease  should 
contain  a  condition  making  the  lease  void  on  non-payment ;  and 
there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  it  meant  the  condition  of  re- 
entry to  have  a  more  stringent  effect,  or  to  be  regarded  otherwise 
than  the  like  condition  in  ordinary  leases. 

The  principal  case  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown,  Keaiinff 
V.  Sparroiff  (1),  is  not  opposed  to  this  view.  In  that  case  a  tenant 
for  lives  with  power  to  renew  a  life  within  six  months,  having 
allowed  the  time  to  expire,  applied  for  relief  against  this  lapse. 
The  statute  of  the  19  &  20  Geo.  3,  c.  30,  which  directed  Courts  of 
Equity  in  certain  cases  to  grant  such  relief,  contained  this  impor- 
tant provision : — 

'<  Unless  it  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  the 
(I)  1  BaU  &  Beattie,  Ir.  Cb.  Bep.  367. 
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landlords  entitled  to  receive  fines  had  demanded  such  fines,  and  J.  c. 
the  same  had  been  refused  or  neglected  to  be  paid  within  a  reason-  1875 
able  time  after  such  demand."  AorroiunT- 

GlMXBAL 

The  fine  having  been  demanded  and  not  paid  within  a  reason-  op  Viotobia 
able  time.  Lord  Manners  held  he  had  no  power  to  relieve  the  ETTEraAvici 
tenant.  His  decision  could  scarcely  have  been  otherwise.  The 
statute  which  gave  a  right  to  relief,  bejond  that  ordinarily  granted 
by  the  Court,  in  favour  of  tenants  in  some  cases,  restrained  the 
power  of  the  Court  in  favour  of  landlords  in  others.  Lord  Manners 
said: — 

''After  a  demand  by  the  landlord,  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
apply,  it  th^n  ceases  to  be  merely  a  contract  between  the  parties, 
and  comes  within  the  opinion  of  Lord  Maeeleajield,  that  relief  can- 
not be  given  against  the  provisions  of  the  law." 

To  have  given  relief  in  the  case  cited  would  have  been  opposed 
to  the  dear  provisions  and  intention  of  the  statute,  and  Lord 
Manners  consequently  held  that  any  equitable  authority  that 
might  have  existed  independently  of  the  Act  could  not  be 
exercised.  That  case  bears  no  analogy  to  the  present,  where  the- 
statute  provides  for  a  contract  of  lease,  with,  as  before  observed, 
usual  and  well-understood  covenants  and  conditions. 

Another  case  of  In  re  Brain  (1),  was  cited  on  the  part  of  th& 
Crown,  for  the  sake  of  some  observations  of  Yice-CSiancellor 
Mdlins.  In  that  case  the  learned  Vice-chancellor  said  he  waa 
very  much  inclined  to  decide  the  question  then  before  him  (th& 
forfeiture  of  a  gale  in  the  Forest  of  Dean)  upon  the  ground 
referred  to  in  Keating  v.  I^rrow  (2),  viz.,  that  the  rights  were 
statutable  rights,  and  that  if  properly  exercised  the  Court  as 
against  the  Crown  could  not  give  any  relief.  This  dictum  of  the 
learned  yice-Chancellor  was  not  necessary  to  the  determination  of 
the  case,  which  he  decided  on  other  grounds^  and  was  based  on  his 
construction  of  the  Forest  of  Dean  Acts  and  the  grants  under 
them.  These  Acts,  although  bearing  some  resemblance  to  the 
Colonial  Land  Acts,  relate  to  mining  grants  and  special  customs, 
and  are  not  so  analogous  to  the  enactments  in  question  that  the 
observations  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  would  govern  the  question 

(1)  Law  Rep.  18  £q.  389.  (2)  1  Ball  &  Seattle,  Ir.  Ch.  Bep.  3G7. 

3  2  D  2 


372  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVT  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  c.       now  under  consideration,  even  if  they  had  formed  the  ground  of 

1875        the  decision. 

ATTomr-       T^®  contention  of  the  Crown,  that  a  decree  for  specific  perform- 

GmiiAL    ance  ought  not  to  be  granted  when  breaches  of  the  conditions  of 

V.         the  contract  have  been  proved,  cannot,  in  their  Lordships*  view, 

prevail,  when  it  has  been  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 

Court,  as  has  been  done  in  this  case,  that  such  breaches  have  been 
waived.  The  waiver  of  the  forfeiture  recognises  and  afiBrms  the 
tenancy,  and,  as  a  consequence,  all  the  interests  springing  from  it, 
one  of  which,  in  the  present  case,  is  a  right  to  a  grant  of  the 
fee*  There  can  be  no  ground  for  holding  that  the  contract  is 
affirmed  otherwise  than  in  its  entirety. 

It  is  to  be  observed  also,  with  regard  to  the  forfeiture  by  non- 
payment of  rent,  that  assuming  it  was  not  waived  by  the  subse- 
quent issuing  of  the  lease,  yet  if,  as  their  Lordships  think,  a  Court 
of  Equity  would  have  relieved  against  it,  the  mere  non-payment, 
the  lessee  continuing  in  possession,  would  not  prevent  a  decree, 
upon  proper  terms,  for  specific  performance. 

An  objection  was  taken  to  the  petition  on  the  ground  that  the 
claim  was  not  within  the  Croton  Bemedies  and  Liability  SteUule, 
1865  the  27th  section  of  which  enacts  that  nothing  shall  be 
deemed  a  claim  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  unless  the  same 
shall  be  founded  on  and  arise  out  of  some  contract  entered  into 
on  behalf  of  Her  Majesty,  It  was  said  that  the  right  to  the  grant 
of  the  fee  was  not  given  by  contract  but  by  statute.  It  is  tme 
that  the  right  is  created  by  the  statute,  but  it  is  conferred  upon 
the  holder  of  a  lease,  and  accrues  to  him  by  reason  of  such  lease, 
and!  only  upon  payment  of  the  ftill  rent  agreed  to  be  ^ald  'utiderlt. 
It  is  a  statutory  right  annexed  to  the  lease,  and  an  implied  term 
of  the  contract,  and  therefore  may  be  properly  said  to  be  founded 
on  and  to  arise  out  of  it. 

For  the  above  reasons  their  Lordships  think  the  appeal  on  the 
part  of  the  Crown  fails. 

In  the  cross  appeal  the  suppliant  complains  of  Ithat  part  of  the 
decree  which  directs  him  to  pay  the  penalty  of  55.  per  acre^  for 
non-improvement,  and  interest  on  the  tendered  rent. 

The  right  of  the  Grown  to  insist  on  the  penalty,  and  of  the  Court 
to  impose  payment  of  it  as  a  condition  of  their  decree,  is  not,  in 
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conseqnenoe  of  the  obscure  language  of  the  statutee,  free  from       J.  C 
diflScuIty.  1875 

The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  suppliant  is  that  the  persons  attornkt- 
entitled  to  exercise  rights  of  selection  under  sect  7  of  the  Amend-  Q«»"«al 
tng  Ad  of  1865  are  not  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  sect.  126         «. 

of  the  Act  of  1862.    Their  Lordships  cannot  accede  to  this  view.       ^ 

The  persons  so  empowered  are  those  only  who  had  already  become 
entitled  to  select  under  the  23rd  and  24th  sections  of  the  Act  of 
1862,  but  who  had  &iled  to  exercise  such  rights  within  the  time 
appointed  by  that  Act ;  and  the  object  of  the  7th  section  was  to 
giro  an  extended  time  for  making  the  selection.  This  indulgence, 
as  might  be  expected,  was  given  '' subject  to  all  the  limitations, 
conditions,  restrictions,  and  obligations  attached  by  the  Act  of 
1862  to  such  selection  and  purchase/'  It  was  not  disputed  that 
the  words  ''  conditions  and  obligations  '*  applied  to  the  obligation 
to  improve  contained  in  sect  36 ;  but  it  was  said  that  they  did 
not  comprehend  the  payment  of  the  penalty.  It  is  plain,  how* 
ever,  that  the  enactment  imposing  the  penalty  imports  an  obliga- 
tion to  pay  it,  which  is  as  compulsory  as  that  requiring  the  land 
to  be  improved,  and  both,  in  their  Lordships'  view,  may  properly 
be  held  to  feU  within  the  word  '*  obligations."  Besides,  it  is  not 
probable  that  the  Legislature,  in  granting  an  indulgence  to  dila- 
tory selectois,  intended  to  place  them  in  a  better  position  as 
regards  these  penalties  than  those  who  duly  came  in  imder  the 
former  Act  Strong  reasons  are  required  before  an  inteipretation 
having  this  effect  can  be  adopted. 

What  was  most  relied  on  by  the  suppliant  was  the  proviso  in 
the  7th  section  to  the  effect  that  the  Board  of  Land  and  Works 
might  make  regulations  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  conditions, 
and  obligations,  or  preventing  the  violation  or  evasion  of  the  pro- 
visions  of  the  Act  of  1862.  It  was  suggested  that  the  penalty, 
being  a  personal  obligation  only,  had  been  found  insufficient  for 
these  purposes,  and  that  the  new  regulations  were  intended  to  be 
in  lieu  of  it  But  the  answer  to  this  suggestion  is,  that  the  power 
to  make  these  regulations  is  in  no  way  inconsistent  with  an  inten-  • 
tion  to  keep  alive  the  enactment  as  to  the  penalty,  and  to  provide, 
by  means  of  regulations,  cumulative  remedies.  Although  nume« 
rous  sections  of  the  Act  of  1862  are  expressly  repealed  by  the  Act 
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J.  c.       of  1865,  the  penalty  clause  is  not.    Sect.  36  (the  improvemeiit 

1S75        clause)  is  so  repealed ;  bat  it  is  to  be  observed  that  this  and  other 

ATf^vpT-   repealed  clanses  are,  in  a  proviso  to  sect  6  of  the  Act  of  1865, 

or^YicaouA  ^^F^^^^J  declared  to  remain  in  force  as  to  lands  to  be  selected 

^       under  the  7th  section,  which  indicates  a  dear  intention  on  the 

—       part  of  the  Legmlatore  that  selectors  under  that  clause  should  be 
subject  to  the  terms  contained  in  the  Act  of  1862. 

It  appears  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  expressed  an  opinion  in 
a  former  case,  that  the  |>enalties  did  not  attach  upon  persons  be- 
coming selectors  under  this  sect  7 :  Kettle  v.  Beff.  (1).  The  Goort 
is  reported  to  have  said  that  although  not  repealed  *  the  penal 
clause  was  allowed  to  fall  through.**  The  opinion  thus  expressed 
was  not  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  questions  then 
before  the  Court;  and  whatever  weight  may  be  due  to  it  is  over- 
balanced by  the  decisions  of  the  same  Court  in  the  suits  now 
under  appeal,  in  all  of  which  the  selectors  under  sect.  7  have  been 
declared  to  be  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  penalties. 

The  remaining  comjdaint  in  the  cross  appeal  was  against  the 
directicm  to  pay  interest  on  the  overdue  rent.  The  suppliant  con- 
tended that  having  tendered  the  rent  he  was  not  liable  to  interest, 
This  might  be  so  in  the  case  of  ordinary  rent ;  but  the  annual  pay- 
ments are  in  substance  (as  indeed  was  contended  for  the  suppliant 
upon  other  parts  of  the  case)  instalments  of  the  puichase-^money 
for  the  fee;  and  inasmuch  as  the  suppliant  has  had  possession  of 
the  land,  and  has  not  paid  the  money  into  Court,  their  Lordships 
see  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  decree  which  directs  interest  to  be 
paid. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  think  the  suppliant's  appeal 
also  fails. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
dismiss  both  appeals,  and  to  afBrm  the  judgment  appealed  fix>m. 

There  will  be  no  order  as  to  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Attorney-General  of  Viehria:  Messrs.  FreA- 
Jidds  &  WiUiams. 

Solicitor  for  John  Btershankj  Mr.  Frederick  Stanley. 

(1)  3  W.  W.  &  A»B.  141. 
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THE  ATTOENEY-GENEEAL  OF  VICTOBIA  •  Appellant;        j,  q^, 

^»D  lg75 

BOBEBT  JOHN  GLASS Bbspondsht. 

AND  THB  CROSS  APPEAL. 

Sed.  101  qfland  Act  of  1869— JSifec^  of  Notice  of  Forfeiture  Mt  under  the 

Section, 

A  notice  in  the  Gazette  of  forfeiture  of  an  allotment^  a  lease  of  which  had 
been  granted  under  the  Land  Act,  1862,  to  a  selector  under  sect.  7  of  the 
Amending  Land  Ad^  1866,  is  insnffioient  in  cases  to  which  sect.  101  of  the 
Land  Ad  of  1869  does  not  apply,  to  determine  the  lease.  Nor  as  regaids 
a  lessee  in  possession  can  it  pieclode  a  Court  of  Equity  from  relievini; 
against  the  forfeiture,  if  the  lessee  is  otherwise  entitled  to  relief. 

XhE  seoond  of  the  five  snits  above  mentioned  also  gave  rise  to 
two  eiosB  appeals.  It  will  be  seen  from  the  judgment  of  their 
Loidships  that  the  ease  differed  from  the  previous  one  in  tiiat  the 
lease,  the  subject  of  the  alleged  forfeituxe,  was  actually  issued, 
bef<»e  the  notice  under  sect.  101  of  the  Land  Ad  of  1860  in 
the  Gmette  declared  the  same  to  be  forfeited ;  while  the  Notice 
itself  was  published  after  the  Act  was  passed,  but  before  the  date 
fixed  for  its  coming  into  qoeration,  the  sectioni  howevoTi  in  terms 
appl3^g  solely  to  ''notioes  h&retofore  published." 

Mr.  /.  F.  St^heriy  Q.C.,  Mr.  /.  D.  Wood,  and  Mr.  Kekewich,  for 
tte  Appellant : — 

The  lease  became  void  at  law  by  non-payment  of  rent,  the 
lessor  having  declared  his  intention  to  avoid  it:  Thorhum  v. 
Buchanan  {I)  \  MeDowaIlY.Mt/les{2);  doughy.  London  and  North 
Western  BaUtoay  Company  (3) ;  Comyna^  I^igest,  voL  iii.,  Election, 
C.  1.  They  referred  also  to  Earvey  v.  Brydges  (4) ;  Kavanagh  v. 
Chdge  (5) ;  Croft  v.  Lumley  (6) ;  Toleman  v.  Poribury  (7).  [Sib 
Montague  Smith  referred  to  Amshy  v.  Woodward  (8).] 

*  Preieni.-— ^nt  Jakbb  \V.  Ck>LViLB|  Sm  Babkeb  PsAoocKy  Snt  IfosrvAQtiB 
£.  Smith,  Sib  Bobebt  P.  Goluxb,  and  Sot  Hxmbt  S.  Kbatiso, 


(1)  2  YieL  Bep.  169.  (5)  7  Man.  &  G.  816,  820. 

(2)  6  W.  W.  &  A'B.  16.  (6)  6  H.  L.  C.  672. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  7  Ex.  84,  35.  (7)  Law  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  245 ;  see  ako 

(4)  14  M.  &  W.  487,  442.  Law  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  844. 

(8)  6  E  &  C.  519. 
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J.  0.  Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wedlake,  Q.C.y  for  the  Bespondent, 

1875  referred  to  KetQe  v.  Queen  (1);  and  upon  the  question  of  Olam's 

Attorney-  right  to  specific  performance:  Bowser  v.  Colby  (2);   CUbsen  v. 

J^^^  Ooldmid  (3);  Phipps  v.  ChSd  (4);  Green  r.  L(yw  (5);  BiocM 

V.  V.  i?afo8(6). 

Glass.  ^  ^ 

Mr.  Stephen,  Q.C.9  in  reply. 
1875  The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

June22.      gjj^  MONTAGUE  E.  SmITH  : — 

In  this  case,  Edrpham,  the  holder  of  a  certificate  under  the 
Land  Act,  1862,  on  the  20th  of  December,  1865,  exercised  the 
right  of  selection  under  sect,  7  of  the  Act  of  1865.  He  paid  the 
rent  of  2$.  6d.  per  acre  for  the  first  year  in  advance,  and  also  the 
second  and  third  year's  rent;  but  did  not  improve  the  allotment 
within  a  year  as  required  by  the  36th  section  of  the  Act  of  1862. 

A  lease  was  grafted  to  Earpham,  dated  the  20th  Deoembery 
1865,  containing  terms  and  conditions  similar  to  those  in  the  lease 
to  Etter$hanh;  but  it  was  not  issued  until  the  20th  of  August, 
1869.  On  the  30th  of  that  month  the  suppliant,  Olaae,  obtained 
a  transfer  frooi  Ha/rpham,  and  on  the  same  day  registered  it,  and 
obtained  a  certificate  of  title.  Previouslyi  viz.,  on  the  26th  of  the 
same  month,  the  sum  of  £1  5s.  had  been  paid  to,  and  acoepted  by, 
the  proper  officer  on  account  of  rent  then  due. 

On  the  28th  of  January,  1870,  a  notice  was  published  in  the 
Ga26^,  notifying  that  the  leases  of  several  allotments,  including 
Harpham'Sf  had  been  declared  forfeited  by  the  Grovemor  in  Coun- 
cil for  non-payment  of  rent  and  non-performance  of  covenants. 

This  case  differs  from  Etterahank's  only  in  these  respects:— 
L  That  the  lease  to  Barpham  was  issued  before  the  notice  of  for- 
feiture waa  published  in  the  QaxeUe;  and,  2,  that  if  sect.  101  of 
the  Act  of  1869  applies,  the  notice,  being  published  on  the  28tb 
of  Januaryi  1870,  which  was  after  the  date  of  the  passing  of  the 
Act  (29th  of  December,  1869),  but  before  the  time  appointed  for 
its  coming  into  operation  (1st  of  February,  1870),  a  question  would 

(1)  3  W.  W;  &  A'B.  50,  341.  (4)  8  Drew.  709. 

(2)  1  Hare,  138.  (5)  22  Beav.  625; 

(3)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  757.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  117. 
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arise  whether  it  was  within  that  section  as  a  notice  *'  hetetofare       J.  C. 
published/'  1875 

These  differences,  however,  and  the  determination  of  this  last  attobmbt' 
question,  have  become  immaterial  in  consequence  of  their  Lord-  Q^yJ^^ 
ships'  decision  in  the  former  case  that  sect.  101  is  not  applicable '     q^^ 
to  leases  like  the  present.  

It  was,  indeed,  suggested  for  the  Orown  in  this  case  that  the 
notice  in  the  Oazette^  if  not  conclusive  under  the  statute,  was  at 
least  evidence  }hat  tl^e  govq^or  hftd  .declared  his  election  to. 
avoid  the  lease,  and  that  it  thereby  became  determined.    But  the  < 

condition  in  thii$  case  gave  a  right  of  re-entry  only,  and  it  is  by  no 
means  to  be  assumed  that  a  mere  notice  of  this  kind,  without 
some  further  acl,  would  be*  sufficient,  independently  of  the  statute, 
to  put  an  end  to  the  interest.  The  necessity  for  resorting,  for  this 
purpose,  to  the  old  procedure  by  inquisition  taken  and  office  found,' 
or  for  actual  re-entcy,  was  abolished  in  England  in  the  case  of  the 
Crown  by  the  Queen's  Bememhrancer  Act  (22  &  23  Yict.  c.  21, 
8.  25) ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  a  similar  statute  has  been' 
passed  in  the  colony.  It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  determine, 
whether  the  above  procedure,  or  a  re-entry,  would  be  required  in 
this  case,  or  what  would  amount  to  a  re-entry ;  because,  as  to  the 
forfeiture  accruing  from  non-improvement,  their  Lordships  must 
hold,  in  accordance  with  their  former  decision,  that  it  was  wiaived 
by  receipt  of  rent  before  the  notice  was  published ;  and  as  to  the 
non-payment  of  subsequent  rent,  the  mere  publication  of  such  a 
notice^  whilst  the  lessee  was  allowed  to  remain  in  possession, 
would  not,  in  their  opinion,  preclude  a  Court  of  Equity  ftom  giving 
him  rdief,  if  he  was  otherwise  entitled  to  it. 

These  being  the  only  causes  of  forfeiture  relied  on  by  the  Crown, 
and  both  being  governed  by  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships  ex- 
pressed in  the  former  case,  they  must  hold  that  the  appeal  on  the 
part  of  the  Crown  in  this  case  has  not  been  supported. 

In  the  cross  appeal  the  points  raised  with  respect  to  the  liability  ^ 
of  the  suppliant  to  penalties  and  to  interest  on  the  tendered  rent 
are  the  same  as  in  EUershanh*$  case,  and  must  be  decided  in  the 
same  way. 

Both  appeals  in  this  suit,  therefore,  fail ;  and  their  Lordships 
will  humUy  advise  Hex  Majesty  that  they  be  dismissed,  and  the* 
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J.  C.       judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed.    Theie  will  be  no  order 
1875       as  to  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Attorney-General  of  Victoria :  Messrs.  Fresh- 
fields  &  Williams. 


Attobhiet- 
GmauL 

or  ViOTOBZA 
V. 


Glass.  Solicitois  for  Bohert  John  Glass :  Messrs.  Stoneham  &  Leggs. 


J-<^*      JAMES  WINTER AppELLAirr; 

1S75  AiiD 

THE  ATTOBNET-GENERAL  OP  YICTORIA  .  Respondent. 
WILLIAM  IRVING  WINTER Appellant; 

THE  ATTORNEY-GBNERAL  OF  VICTORLA  .  Respondent. 

KATE  McMillan Appellant; 

A2n> 
THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  OP  VICTORIA  .  Respondent. 

CoMiruxivm,  <^  Sect.^%  of  Land  Act^  IBSQ—CeHificatefrom  Board  of  Land  and 

Works. 

A  lessee  under  the  LaTid  Acty  1862^  and  the  7th  section  of  the  Amending 
Land  Act  of  1865,  who  has  obtained  a  certificate  under  the  Tranter  of 
Land  Act,  1866,  and  has  performed  all  the  obligations  under  his  lease,  in- 
cluding the  obligation  to  improve,  imposed  bj  sect  86  of  the  Land  Ad^ 
1862,  and  has  incurred  no  penalty,  is  entitled  to  a  grant  of  his  allotment  in 
fee  without  obtaining  a  certificate  under  sect.  d8  of  the  Land  Act,  1869, 
from  the  Board  of  Land  and  Works  that  such  last-mentioned  obligation  has 
been  fulfilled. 

Sect.  98  applies  solely  to  cases  where  a  penalty  has  been  incurred.  Aoootd- 
ing  to  the  true  construction  thereof,  whenever  a  penalty  has  been  incurred  the 
governor  may  demand  it  before  issuing  a  grants  but  it  is  not  made  obligatory 
on  him  to  do  so;  provided  that  no  grant  shall  be  issued  when  a  penalty  has 
been  once  incurred,  unless  the  applicant  shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  of 
the  board  that  the  provisions  referred  to  in  the  section  have  been  at  some 
previous  time  complied  with,  or,  failing  that^  has  paid  the  pezuilty* 

XHESE  tliree  appeals  were  heard  together,  and  the  question  in 
each  case  tamed  upon  the  constraotion  of  the  98th  section  of  the 
Zand  Act  of  1869* 

*  Present:— Sot  J  aides  W.  Colvilb,  Sm  Babkss  Peaoock,  Sib  Montaoub  £. 
SxrrBy  Sm  Bobsht  P.  CV>li:jbB|  and  Sib  Ebnbt^I.  Kbatino. 
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Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.O^  Mr.  WesOake,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Emming,  for       J.  0. 
the  Appellants.  1875 


WlXTEB 

Mr.  Stephens,  Q^C,  Mr.  /•  D.  Wood,  and  Mr.  Kekewich,  for  the         v. 
Eespondent  ^^S^" 

OF  VioroBiA. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by  i875 

Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  : —      ,  June  22. 

In  these  three  suits  the  Supreme  Court,  reyersing  the  judg- 
ment of  Mr.  Justice  MoUeumth,  dismissed  the  petitions  with 
costs. 

The  question  in  each  appeal  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the 
98th  section  of  the  Laflhd  Ast,  1869. 

The  Appellants  established,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Courts 
below,  and  their  finding  on  the  fietcts  is  not  now  disputed  by  the 
Crown,  that  the  obligations  under  their  leases,  including  the  obliga- 
tion to  improve  imposed  by  sect.  36  of  the  Land  Aet,  1862,  had 
been  in  all  respects  perfonned.  But  the  Supreme  Court  has  held, 
that  by  the  operation  of  the  98th  section  of  the  Act  of  1869,  the 
Appellants  are  not  entitled  to  grants  in  fee  of  their  allotments 
until  they  shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  from  the  Board  of 
Land  and  Works  that  the  provisions  of  sect  36  had  been  com- 
plied with,  or  in  de&ult  of  such  certificate  shall  have  paid  the 
i)enalty  of  5a.  per  acre. 

This  98th  clause  is  not  merely  ambiguous,  but,  according  to 
ihe  literal  meaning  of  its  language,  insensible.  There  is  no 
<lonbt,  however,  to  what  the  first  and  substantive  part  of  the  clause 
applies.  It  clearly  applies  only  to  cases  where  a  penalty  has  been 
incurred.  So  £bu-  the  clause  is  intelligible ;  it  enacts  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  penalty,  which  was  a  personal  obligation  only  under 
the  former  Act^  might  be  insisted  on  from  the  selector  or  his 
assignee  as  a  condition  of  obtaining  the  grant  The  difficulty 
arises  in  the  proviso.  The  Supreme  Court,  in  construing  this  pro- 
viso, has  severed  it  from  the  previous  part  of  the  section,  and 
regarded  it  as  an  independent  enactment^  rejecting  the  words  of 
reference.  So  treating  the  proviso,  the  Court  held  that  it  applies 
to  all  allotments  the  selectors  of  which  might  become  liable  to 
penalties  for  the  breach  of  the  36th  section,  whether  such  penalties 
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J.  0.       have  been  incurred  or  not.    If  the  Judges  are  right  in  thus  hold- 

1875        ing,  the  yiew  they  take  of  the  scope  of  the  Act  so  construed 

WiNTEfi     would  be  correct,  yiz.,  that  the  Legislature  has  conferred  on  the 

Atk^ey-   ^*^d  ^f  Land  and  Works  the  power  of  deciding  whether  the 

GxNEBAL    oUigation  to  improve  has  been  fulfilled ;  and  that  the  applicant 

'  must  either  obtain  the  certificate  of  the  board  to  that  effect  or  pay 

the  penalties  before  he  is  entitled  to  a  grant. 

The  conclusion  that  this  was  the  purpose  of  the  Act  ought  not, 
howeyer,  to  be  come  to^  unless  the  language  of  the  section  clearly 
expresses  it,  for  the  enactment  so  construed  would  materially 
affect  existing  contracts,  by  transferring  the  determination  of  the 
liability  of  the  lessees  to  the  payment  of  heayy  penalties  from  the 
Courts  of  law  to  a  board  of  executiye  officers. 

The  opposite  interpretation  is,  that  the  clause  applies,  wholly 
and  solely,  to  cases  where  a  penalty  has  been  incurred,  and  that 
the  matter  introduced  in  the  form  of  a  proviso  should  be  regarded 
as  a  proviso,  and  not  as  an  independent  clause. 

It  is  not  disputed  that,  whatever  construction  may  be  given  to 
this  obscure  clause,  some  violence  must  be  done  to  its  language. 
Their  Lordships  are  disposed  to  accept  the  interpretation  put  on 
it  by  the  Appellants  as  being  more  consistent  with  the  frame  of 
the  clause,  and,  on  the  whole,  with  its  language,  than  the  other 
view.  Beading  the  clause  as  a  whole,  its  meaning  would  appear 
to  be,  that  whenever  a  penalty  has  been  incurred,  the  governor 
may  demand  it  before  issuing  a  grant,  but  it  is  not  made  obli- 
gatory on  him  io  do  so;  then  the  proviso,  which  is  imperative, 
may  be  taken  to  mean  that  no  grant  shall  be  issued  in  a  case 
where  a  penalty  has  been  incurred,  unless  the  applicant  ha? 
obtained  the  certificate  of  the  board  that  the  provisions  referred 
to  have  been,  at  some  previous  time,  complied  with,  or,  failing 
that,  has  paid  the  penalty.  No  doubt  this  interpretation  does  not 
give  to  the  words  ''  fully  complied  with  "  their  entire  and  natural 
meaning,  as  it  assumes  that  the  improvement  had  not  been  made 
within  the  prescribed  time,  and  that  the  provisions  in  that  respect 
had  not  been  complied  with;  but  this  modification  does  less 
violence  to  the  clause  and  its  language  than  would  be  done  by 
wholly  changing  its  framework  and  striking  out  the  words  ot 
reference  in  the  proviso.  ^ 
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On  the  whole,  therefore,  haying  regard  to  the  strnctnre  of  the       J.  C. 
clause,  and  to  the  plain  words  of  relation  to  the  sabstantiye  part       1875 
which  are  found  in   the  proviso,   their  Lordships  agree   with     Wintbb 
Mr.  Justice  MdeswcrtVs  construction,  and  consequently  with  his   attobkby- 
opinion,  that  no  penalties  having  been  incurred  in  the  case  of     <^n«bal 

either  of  these  Appellants,  their  respective  claims  to  receive        

grants  are  unaffected  by  the  clause  in  question. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  the  judgments  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  these  three  suits 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  decreea  of  Mr.  Justice  Moleswarih 
affirmed,  and  that  the  several  suppliants  should  have  their  costs 
of  their  respective  appeals  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  to  Her 
Majesty, 

Solicitors  for  the  Attorney-General  of  Victoria:  Messrs,  Freahr 
fields  &  WHliams. 

Solicitors  for  James  and  FT.  L  Winter  and  Kate  McMSHan: 
Messrs.  Stoneham  &  Legge* 


TEAP  CHE  AH  NEO  and  Others  ....    Appellants;       ^'  ^'* 
ONG  CHENG  NEO  .     .......    Respondents.  /»«7y6,7,8,28. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPRElfB  COURT  OF  THE  STRAITS 
SETTLEMENT,  IN  ITS  DIVISION  OF  PBNAN0. 

Bnglitih  Law  in  Penang — Will — Construction — Oi/t  0/  liesidue  to  Executors, 
wheiher  absolute  or  in  irmt-'^Gifts  void  for  uncertainiy'^Ferpetuity — 
Fower  i^  Ap^ptaSLfrom  Me  Supreme  Court  of  Fenang^ 

A  testatrix,  after  appointing  four  executors,  toade  over  to  fhem  Irf  her 
win  ''as  suah  '*  a)l  her  property  atnd  effects,  ^bni  :iii  trubt  alwa^t  for  the 
purposes  hereinafter  mentioned  f*  and  after  dii;eotlng  them  to  preserve 
certaia  houses  as  a  family  house,  and  giving  certain  specific  bequests,  dis- 
posed of  the  residue  of  her  estate  as  follows :— ^ 

"  As  regards  the  remainder  of  my  real  fuid  J)ehooal  property  of  what  kiod 
soever,  not.  already  disposed  of,  I  direct  that  my  ezeoutors  shaU  receive  and 
collect  the  same  from  all  persons  whatever,  and  in  such  manner  as  to  them 


•  Present: — Sib  James  W.Colvilb,  Sm  Babihss  Feagock,  Snt  Moktaquk 
E.  SxiTBy  and  Sm  Bobebt  F.  Collieb. 
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J.  c,  niay  seem  proper,  and  I  direct  that  they,  their  heirs,  snocessors,  repnaoita* 

1875  tives,  or  deacendants,  may  apply  and  distrihute  the  same,  all  drcmnBtanoes- 

"-v^  duly  considered,  in  such  manner  and  to  snch  parties  aa  to  them  may  appear 

Ybap  Chsab  just "  :— 

^^  ffeld^  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  ahove  danae,  there  waa 

Onq  Gheko  no  absolute  gift  to  the  executors  as  individuals.    The  residue  was  not  seyered 

NEa  from  the  trust  with  which  the  testatrix  had  clothed  all  her  property  in  the 

~'^~  hands  of  her  executors,  but  although  a  trust  was  intended  to  be  created,  it 

fEdled  for  want  of  adequate  expression  of  it. 

A  gift  "  of  the  upper  storey  of  four  specific  houses  or  shops,  to  be  occupied 
by  the  several  members  and  deacendants  of  K,  8*  C.  and  L,  K,  W,  as  akeady 
proposed;**  ie.,  as  the  context  shewed,  as  a  family  house  for  the  use  of 
two  separate  families,  held  to  be  void  for  uncertainty,  and  as  denoting  an 
intention  to  create  a  perpetuity. 

A  devise  of  ^  two  plantations,  inwhich  the  graves  of  the  family  are  placed,  to 
be  reserved  as  the  family  burying  place,  and  not  to  be  mortgaged  or  sold,**  is 
void  as  a  devise  in  perpetuity. 

A  direction  "that  a  house  for  performing  religious  ceremonies  to  my  late 
husband  and  myself  be  erected  "  is  void ;  such  a  devise  being  in  perpetuity^ 
and  not  for  a  charitable  use. 

The  law  of  England  must,  having  regard  to  the  Boyal  Charters  of  1807, 
1826,  and  1855,  be  taken  to  be  the  law  of  Fenang  so  far  as  it  is  applicable 
•  to  the  circumstances  of  the  place,  and  modified  in  its  applicataon  by  these 

circumstances.    English  statutes,  therefore,  in  their  nature  inapplicable  to 
Fenang  are  not  introduced  along  with  the  general  law  of  England, 
Mayor  of  Lyons  v.  East  India  Company  (1)  approved. 
The  rule  however  which  prevails  in  England  against  perpetuities,  which 
exists  independently  of  statutes,  and  is  founded  upon  public  policy,  is  part 
of  the  law  of  the  colony ;  so,  also,  the  exception  to  that  rule  whidi  exists 
in  favour  of  charitable  uses,  passes  with  the  rule  into  the  said  law, 
Choah  Cfhoon  Nioh  v.  Spotttswoode  (2)  approved. 

The  power  of  appeal  to  Her  Majesty,  and  the  authority  of  the  Supreme- 
Court  of  the  Straits  Settlement  to  grant  leave  to  do  so,  contained  in  the  letters 
patent  of  the  Queen  of  the  10th  of  August,  1855,  were  not  abrogated  by 
Ordinance  No.  5  of  1868,  establishing  the  present  Supreme  Court.  All 
the  provisions  of  the  repealed  letters  patent  applicable  to  the  old  Court  were 
virtually  re-enacted  by  the  Ordinance,  and  made  applicable  to  the  new  Court 
which  was  put  in  its  place. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  colony  of 
the  Straits  SMemerd  in  its  division  of  Penang^  dated  the  21th  of 
July,  1872,  and  also  from  a  subsequent  order  of  that  Court 
(July  4,  1873)  refusing  leave  to  appeal  against  such  decree. 
Special  leave  to  appeal  was  granted  by  Her  Majesty  in  Council  on 
the  2nd  of  February,  1874. 
The  nature  of  the  questions  decided,  and  the  manner  in  which 
(1)  1  Moore,  P.  C.  175.  (2)  Wood's  Oriental  Oases. 
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they  aroBe,  appear  on  the  face  of  the  jadgment  of  their  Lordships.  J.  a 
It  may  be  conyenient  to  the  reader  to  add  to  the  clauses  of  the  1875 
will  therein  set  out  the  11th  and  14th,  which  are  as  follows : —        YiaSTcheab 

"Eleventh :  My  two  plantations  at  BaiuSanchang  comprised  in        ^"^ 
bill  of  sale,  registered  No.  100  and  131  respectively,  in  which  the  Oko  Ohkho 
graves  of  the  family  are  placed,  I  direct  to  be  reserved  as  the       -— «' 
family  burying  place,  and  not  to  be  mortgaged  or  sold.** 

^Fourteenth :  I  direct  that  my  funeral  expenses  shall  be  such  as 
my  executors  and  other  friends  may  think  proper,  and  I  further 
direct  that  a  house  termed  (^  Sow  Chong'^)  for  performing  re- 
ligious ceremonies  to  my  late  husband  and  myself  be  erected  on 
some  part  of  the  ground  of  the  four  shops  or  housesf,  already  so 
often  referred  to,  and  of  such  size  and  description  as  to  my  executors 
may  seem  fit  and  proper." 

Mr.  Hemming t  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ford  Norih,  for  the  Appellants, 
contended,  amongst  other  things,  that  by  the  residuary  clause  of 
the  wiU  there  was  a  good  gift  of  the  residue,  and  an  absolute  dis- 
posing power  and  ownership  over  it  given,  to  the  Appellants  and 
Ltm  Cheng  Keat  beneficially.  The  trust  with  regard  to  the  upper 
storey  of  four  shops  contained  in  clause  2,  and  the  trusts  respec- 
tively declared  in  clauses  11  and  14,  were  valid,  free  from  uncer- 
tainty, and  constituted  no  infringement  of  the  rule  against 
perpetuities.  There  was  a  beneficial  gift  of  the  residue  to  the 
executors :  see  Williams  v.  ArMe  (1) ;  Moriee  v.  Bishap  of  JDur'  ' 
ham  (2)  ;  CHbls  v.  Bumsey  (3). 

Mr.  F.  J.  Stephens^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  0.  BusaeU,  for  the  Bespondent 
Ong  Cheng  Neo,  contended  that  the  trusts  declared  in  clauses 
2, 11,  and  14  were  void  for  uncertainty,  and  as  creating  perpetui- 
ties ;  that  where  the  trusts  were  inadequately  expressed,  the  sub- 
jects thereof  fell  into  the  general  residue  of  the  testatrix's  estate ; 
and  that  by  the  15th,  i.e^  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will,  the 
residue  was  vested  in  the  executors  as  trustees,  and  not  as  benefi- 
ciaries, with  a  resulting  trust  in  favour  of  the  testatrix's  next  of  kin. 
TTpon  this  last  clause  the  question  was,  whether  any  trust  was 
declared,  it  being  immaterial  whether  it  was  a  good  trust  or  not. 

CI)  Unreported,  H.  of  L.,  June  7,  (2)  10  Ves.  535. 

1875.  (3)  2  V.  &  B.  294. 
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J.  C.       The   executors    were  described  as   trustees  with  the  necessary 

1875       powers,  and  the  case  came  withm  Morice  y.  JSM&op  of  Durham{\), 

YsAP  Obmam  and  not  within  Oibbi  v.  Bumsey  (2). 
Neo 

Mr.  Hemminff,  Q.C.,  replied. 

[The  cases  cited  and  commented  upon  on  both  sides  were:— 
Fowler  v.  Chrlike  (3) ;  Vezey  v.  Jamson  (4) ;  Stvilbs  v.  Sargon  (5) ; 
Corporation  of  Oloueester  v.  Wood  (6) ;  Briggz  v.  Penny  (7);  So//- 
warai  v.  Barrett  (8) ;  Barrs  v.  Fewkes  (9) ;  Jl£?rat2«£&  v.  Eeneage  (10); 
JS^dS  Y.  Steadman  (11) ;  Knighi  y.  Boughton  (12) ;  iZast^  v. 
£aA;6r  (13);  iid  Maeleay  (14);  Bogers  y.  Bogera  (15):  Itetoson 
Y.  CZarAe  (16) ;  J3ii^Ae8  y.  Ewtm  (17) ;  ITiffuwiw  y.  B(J)erts  (18); 
CZarieY.S«Zto»(19);  JLafni^  y.  frames  (20)  ;  Pratt  Y.Siadden  {21); 
Biekard  y.  JBobaon  (22) ;  Lloyd  y.  I/oydE  (23) ;  Thmwn  y.  ^ofes- 
.pear  (24)  ;  FOcoch  y.  Jlfopj?  (25) ;  BwUde  y.  fns^on;  (26) ;  Mis  v. 
Bdhy  (27);  HealhY.  Chapman  (28);  ir«s<  y.  ShuiOeuforA  (29); 
Alexander  y.  Alexander  (30)  ;  iTn^W  y.  Zn«^A^  (31);  William  v. 
ira/iawM  (32) ;  »F6»  y.  JFooZs  (33).] 


1875           The  judgment  of  their  Lordshi] 

ps  was  delivered  by 

July  28.     Sir  Montague  K  Smith:— 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 

JSiraits  Settlements  (Division   of 

Penang),  in  a  suit  in  equity, 

.    (1)  10  Ves.  535. 

(18)  27  L.  J.  (Ch.)  177. 

(2)  2V.&B.294. 

(19)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  810. 

(3)  1  Rubs.  &  My.  232. 

(20)  Law  Rep.  6  Oh.  597. 

(4)  1  S.  &  a  69. 

(21)  14  Yes.  193. 

(5)  2  Keen,  260. 

(22)  31  Beav.  244;  S.  C.  31  L.  J. 

•    (6)  3  Hare,  148. 

(Ch.)  896. 

.    (7)  3  Mac.  &  G.  646. 

(23)  2  Sim.  (N.S.)  266. 

(8)  29  Beav.  474. 

(24)  1D.F.&J.399. 

(9)  2H.  &M,60;  S.  0.33  L.J. 

(25)  3  H.  L.  0. 492 ;  S.  C.  2  PL  793. 

(Ch.)  484. 

(26)  10  Jur.  (N.S.)  1095. 

(10)  1  Sim.  642. 

(27)  1  My.  &  Or.  286. 

(11)  26  Beav.  496. 

(28)  2  Drew.  417. 

(12)  11  01.  &  F.  560. 

(29)2M.&K.684. 

(13)  18  Beav.  372. 

(30)  6  D.  M.  &  a  593. 

(14)  23  W.  K  718. 

(31)  3  Beav.  148;  S.  C.  lia&F. 

(16)  3  P.  Wmfl.  198. 

518. 

(16)  16  Ves.  409;  18  Ves.  247. 

(32)1  Sim.  (N.S.)  368. 

(17)  13  Sim.  496. 

(33)  2  Sim.  (S.S.)  267.^ 
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brought  by  the  first  Respondent,  Oi%g  Cheng  Neo,  against  the  Ap-  J.  0. 
pellantSy  the  exeontors  of  the  will  of  Oh  Tea  Neo.  Some  of  the  1875 
legatees  under  the  will  were  also  made  Defendants  in  the  suit  ybap  Cheah 
The  first  Bespondent  claimed  to  be  entitled  as  the  half-sister  and  ^^ 
one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testatrix.  She  did  not  dispute  the  Oho  Chmo 
validity  of  the  will,  but  contended  that  the  bequest  of  the  resi-  — 
due  and  some  of  the  specific  bequests  were  void. 

The  testatrix  and  the  parties  to  the  suit  were  Chinese,  dwelling 
in  Penanffy  and  the  real  property  devised  by  the  will  is  situated  in 
that  island. 

The  first  question  raised  in  the  appeal  related  to  the  right  of 
Ong  Cheng  Neo  to  maintain  the  suit.  It  was  not  disputed  that 
she  and  the  testatrix  were  daughters  of  the  same  mother,  Cheah 
Tuan  Neo;  but  it  was  contended  that  Ong  Cheng  Neo  was  not 
legitimate.  It  appears  that  the  testatrix  was  the  only  child  of 
Cheah  Tuan  Neo,  by  her  husband  Oh  Wee  Kee,  who  died  in  1806. 
It  is  said  that  in  1809  the  widow,  Cheah  Tuan  Neo,  married  Ong 
Sai,  and  that  the  Bespondent,  Ong  Cheng  Neo,  and  a  deceased 
sister,  were  the  offspring  of  that  marriage.  The  Appellants  do 
not  deny  that  the  widow  and  Ong  8a%  cohabited  from  1809  until 
Ong  Sate  death  in  1811  or  1812,  but  they  dispute  the  alleged 
marriage.  A  great  deal  of  evidence  was  gone  into  upon  the  ques- 
tion, to  which  their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  advert 
in  detail,  since  they  are  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  conclusion  at 
which  the  learned  Judge  below  has  arrived,  viz.,  that  the  marriage 
was  established. 

It  was  not  disputed  that  Ong  8ai  and  Cheah  Tuan  Neo  lived 
together  as  man  and  wife,  and  were  so  treated  by  their  family  and 
friends,  nor  that  the  Plaintiff  and  her  deceased  sister  were  regarded 
and  treated  as  legitimate  children.  So  much  was  this  the  case 
that  the  testatrix  herself  had  allowed  her  sister,  Ong  Cheng  Neo,  to 
take  out  administration  to  the  mother's  effects.  In  addition  to 
strong  and  consistent  evidence  of  reputation,  witnesses  were  called 
who  were  present  at  the  marriage  festivities ;  and  although  some 
of  the  usual  ceremonies,  such  as  the  giving  away  of  the  woman, 
were  not  distinctly  proved  to  have  taken  place,  there  is  ample 
evidence  from  which,  at  this  distance  of  time,  the  performance  of 
them  may  be  presumed. 
Vol.  VL  8  2  E 
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J.  €.  The  principal  opposing  evidence  came  from  some  members  of 

187S       the  family,  who  say  they  were  not  present  at  any  marriage  cere- 
Tbap  Ohkah  mony,  and  did  not  know  that  any  had  occurred,  and  of  a  witness 

^^       who  deposed  that  the  testatrix  had  spoken  of  the  connection  of  her 
Ono  Chsko   mother  with  Onff  Sat  as  a  shameful  one.    But  the  Judge  below  has 

— 1  expressly  found  that  this  last  witness  was  not  worthy  of  credit,  and 
the  evidence  of  the  other  witnesses  relates  to  facts  of  a  negative 
or  inconclusive  character,  which  the  Judge  rightly  thought  was 
insufficient  to  countervail  the  positive  evidence  of  the  witnesses 
who  were  present  at  the  marriage  festivities,  and  the  presumption 
;arising  from  reputation. 

It  is  said  that,  with  the  Chinese,  the  difference  between  the 
social  status  of  a  wife  and  that  of  a  concubine,  and  in  the  position 
.and  treatment  of  legitimate  and  illegitimate  children  is  so  slight, 
:that  what  is  termed  reputation  affords  no  satisfactory  ground  for 
presuming  a  marriage.  But  if  this  be  so,  which,  however,  is  not 
Tery  clearly  established,  their  Lordships  see  no  reason,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  contrary,  why  the  ostensible 
relations  of  the  parties  should  not  be  referred  to  a  legitimate  and 
correct  connection,  rather  than  to  an  illegitimate,  and,  to  say  the 
least,  a  less  correct  one. 

The  will  in  question  is  drawn  in  the  style  of  an  English  will,  and 
attested  according  to  English  law;  and  the  main  question  in  the 
suit,  viz.,  the  effect  of  the  bequest  of  the  residuary  estate  to  the 
executors,  was  discussed  and  argued  at  the  bar  upon  the  principles 
which  govern  such  a  bequest  in  an  English  will. 
The  will  commences  as  follows : — 

**  Enow  all  men  by  these  presents  that  I,  Oh  Teo  Neo,  Chinese 
single  woman,  being  of  sound  mind,  do  hereby  make  and  publish 
this  my  last  will  and  testament. 

*'  I  am  now  possessed  of  considerable  property  in  money,  houses, 
lands,  and  so  forth,  and  of  four  shops  or  houses  in  Beaeh  Street, 
numbered  respectively  40,  41,  42,  and  43,  comprised  in  two  bills 
of  sale,  registered  respectively  No.  313  and  1930,  and  of  two  Go- 
vernment grants  for  land  reclaimed  from  the  sea,  and  forming 
part  and  parcel  of  the  four  shops  or  houses  just  mentioned,  these 
four  shops  or  houses  having  been  left  by  my  late  husband,  Lim 
Kong  W(xh,  who  died  about  twenty-six  years  ago. 
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''  Having  no  children  of  my  own,  and  having  every  confidence       J.  0. 
in  Teap  Cheah  Neo,  the  wife  of  one  of  the  partners  of  my  late       1875 
husbandy  named  Khoo  Seek  ChtMn,  with  whom  I  have  long  lived,  yxap  Cheasl 
in  Koo  Kay  Chan,  her  son,  in  Khoo  8iew  Jeong  Neo,  her  daughter,        ^^ 
and  in  Lim  Cheng  Keai,  a  nephew  of  Lim  Kong  Wdh,  her  son-in-  Owo  Cbmsq 
law,  I  do  hereby  appoint  them  the  executors  of  this  my  last  will       — .' 
and  testament,  and  I  do  hereby  make  over  to  them  as  such  all 
property  and  effects  whatsoever  that  may  belong  to  me  at  the  time 
of  my  death,  but  in  trust  always  for  the  purposes  hereinafter  to  be 
mentioned. 

**  1st.  As  my  long  experience  tells  me  that  nothing  tends  so 
much  to  the  prosperity,  happiness,  and  respectability  of  a  family 
as  keeping  its  members  as  much  as  possible  together,  it  is  my  wish 
that  the  four  shops  or  houses  left  by  my  late  husband  should 
continue  to  be  the  family  house  and  residence  of  the  family  of 
Ehoo  Seek  Chuan  referred  to  above,  and  also  of  any  part  of  the 
family  of  Lim  Kong  Waih,  my  late  husband,  now  residing  in  China, 
who  may  visit  this  island,  and  that  they  shall  neither  be  mortgaged 
nor  sold. 

"  2nd.  With  this  object  in  view  I  direct  my  executors,  as  soon 
after  my  death  as  possible,  to  lease  to  two  of  their  number,  named 
Koo  Kay  Chan  and  Lim  Cheng  Keai,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the 
lower  storey  of  the  said  four  houses  or  shops,  that  is  to  say,  the 
whole  of  the  shops,  warehouses,  and  all  other  places  in  the  pre- 
mises now  used  for  such  purposes,  or  that  may  be  added  thereto, 
for  a  period  of  forty  years  from  the  dcCy  of  my  death,  at  the  rent 
of  100  dollars  per  month  for  each  and  every  month  during  the  said 
period  of  forty  years.  The  upper  storey  of  these  same  four  houses 
or  shops  to  be  occupied  by  the  several  members  and  descendants 
olKhoo  Seek  Chuan  and  Lim  Kong  Wah,  as  already  proposed.*' 

The  testatrix  then  in  other  clauses  (numbered  3  to  14),  by  way 
of  directions  to  her  executors,  makes  specific  dispositions  of  por- 
tions of  her  property,  principally  for  the  benefit  of  members  of 
the  families  of  Khoo  Seek  Chuan  and  of  Lim  Kong  Wah,  her  late 
husband. 

Some  of  these  clauses  raise  questions  apart  from  the  gift  of  the 
residue,  which  have  to  be  decided  in  this  appeal. 

3  2  £  2 
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J.  0.  The  conclnding  claqses  of  the  will  are  as  follows : — 

1875  "15th.  As  regards  the  remainder  of  my  real  and  personal  pro- 


Ykap  Chiab  perty,  of  what  kind  soever,  not  already  disposed  of,  I  direct  that 
V,  my  execntors  shall  receive  and  collect  the  same  from  all  persons 
Kxo.  whatever,  and  in  snch  manner  as  to  them  may  seem  proper,  and  I 
direct  that  they,  their  heirs,  successors,  representatives,  or  de- 
scendants, may  apply  and  distribute  the  same,  all  circumstances 
duly  considered,  in  such  manner  and  to  such  parties  as  to  them 
may  appear  just 

**  16th.  It  is  my  wish  that  my  executors  may  not  be  interfered 
with  in  the  management  of  my  affairs,  and  that  any  one  of  them 
acceptiD'g  this  trust  shall  be  competent  to  manage  it,  and  that  in 
the  management  thereof  the  wish  of  the  majority  shall  prevail. 
I  direct  that  if  any  of  my  executors  from  absence,  death,  or  any 
other  cause,  become  incompetent  to  act,  that  the  continuing  execQ"- 
tors  appoint  other  executors  or  trustees  in  his  or  their  place  and 
stead.  It  is  my  wish  also  that  each  of  my  executors  shall  only 
be  liable  for  his  own  acts  and  intromissions,  and  not  for  those  of 
the  others  of  them." 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  will  that  the  testatrix  wished  to  benefit 
the  relatives  of  her  late  husband,  some  of  whom  lived  in  (TUno, 
and  also  the  family  of  her  husband's  partner,  Khoo  Seek  Chuan, 
some  of  the  latter  being  her  executors  and  trustees. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants  that  the  re- 
siduary clause  contained  an  express  bequest  to  the  executors  in 
terms  which  imported  an  absolute  gift  to  them;  and  a  recent 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  (  WiUiami  y.  Arkh  (1))  was  cited  to 
establish  that  in  the  case  of  such  a  devise  the  Statute  of  the  II 
Geo.  4  &  1  Wm.  4,  c.  40,  had  no  application.  Their  Lordships 
entirely  concur  in  that  view  of  the  statute ;  but  the  question  of 
the  nature  and  character  of  the  bequest  remains,  and  it  has  to  be 
decided  whether,  according  to  the  proper  and  natural  construction 
of  the  language  and  provisions  of  the  will  in  question,  regarded  as 
a  whole,  the  intention  was  to  create  a  trust  in  the  residue,  or  to 
make  a  beneficial  gift  of  it  to  the  executors.  This  questiouiin  all 
cases  of  the  kind,  must  be  determined,  as  Lord  Cottenham  said  in 
(1)  Unreported,  H.  of  L.,  June  7, 1876. 
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Ellis  Y.  Selby  (1),  upon  the  constraction  of  the  language  of  the       J.  C. . 
iDstruinent  in  each  particular  case.  1875 

In  entire  accordance  with  Lord  CaUenhams  view  the  present  yxafCheab 
Lord  Chancellor,  in  deliyering  his  opinion  to  the  House  of  Lords        ^^ 
in  WiUiama  v.  Arkle,  said: — "Where  an  express  devise  of  the  OhoOhbnq 
residue  is  found,  the  meaning  of  that  residuary  bequest  must  be        — i 
ascertained  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  construction." 

In  the  numerous  decisions  which  are  found  in  the  books  on  this 
subject^  various  matters  have  been  relied  on  as  indicia  of  intention 
on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  such  as  the  use  of  the  words  ^  upon 
trust ;"  the  gift  of  specific  legacies  to  the  executors  or  trustees ; 
and  the  mention  of  the  executors  by  their  proper  names.  Indicia 
of  this  kind,  on  which  eminent  Judges  have  relied,  may  no  doubt 
afford  in  some  cases  useful  aids  to  construction,  but  after  ail  they 
may,  and  often  must,  be  modified  by  the  provisions  and  language 
of  the  particular  instrument  to  be  construed. 

Mr.  Remming^  for  the  Appellants,  cited  what  he  described  to  be 
two  representative  cases  on  the  subject:  Morice  v.  Bishop  o/Dur- 
ham  (2),  and  OMs  v.  Bumsey  (3). 

He  did  not  deny  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
Moriee  v.  Bishop  of  Durham^  that  "  If  the  testator  meant  to  create 
a  trusty  and  not  to  make  an  absolute  gift ;  but  the  trust  is  inefiec- 
tually  created,  or  is  not  expressed  at  all,  or  fails,  the  next  of  kin 
take."  Indeed,  he  cited  that  case  as  a  leading  authority,  but  he 
contended  that  the  present  one  fell  within  the  decision  of  Sir  W. 
Grant  in  CHUbs  v.  Bumsey,  who  there  held  that  the  words  of  a 
residuary  clause  giving  the  residue  to  the  trustees  and  executors 
^'to  be  disposed  of  unto  such  person  and  persons^  and  in  such 
manner  and  form,  and  in  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  they  in 
their  discretion  shall  think  proper  and  expedient "  did  not  in  the 
particular  will  before  him  import  a  trusty  but  an  absolute  gift  to 
tlie  trustees. 

This  case  of  Qibbs  v.  Bumsey  (3)  is  the  authority  on  whidi  the  Ap- 
pellant's counsel  most  strongly  relied,  but  it  is  to  be  observed  with 
regard  to  it  that  even  if  the  present  wUl  were  not  distinguishable 
(a  question  to  be  presently  considered).  Lord  Oottenham  certainly 

(1)  1  My.  &  Cr.  298.  (2)  10  Ves.  535. 

(3)  2  V.  &  B.  294. 
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•J.C.       expressed  no  approval  of  the  case  in  EUis  v.  Sdby  (1),  and 
1875        Wood^  V.O.,  in  BucTde  y.  Bristcw  (2),  spoke  of  it  as  going  to  the 
Ybap  Chbah  verge  of  the  law. 

^^  Coming  to  the  will  in  question,  it  will  be  seen  that,  in  the  Com- 

oro Cheho  mencement,  the  testatrix,  after  appointing  four  executors,  makes 
— '-       over  to  them  **  as  such  "  all  her  property  and  effects,  ^  but  in  trust 
always  for  the  purposes  hereinafter  mentioned,"  words  which,  taken 
alone,  indisputably  impress  a  trust  upon  the  whole  property. 

The  1st  and  2nd  clauses  shew  the  desire  of  the  testatrix  to  keep 
the  family  together,  and  for  this  purpose  she  directs  the  executors 
to  preserve  certain  houses  as  a  family  house,  for  the  residence  of 
the  family  of  Khoo  Seek  Chuan,  and  of  any  members  of  her  late 
husband's  family  living  in  OhiiM  who  might  visit  Penang;  and 
she  directs  what  appears  to  be  a  beneficial  lease  of  some  shops  in 
the  lower  part  of  the  houses  to  be  granted  to  two  of  the  executors 
for  forty  years. 

By  a  further  clause  the  testatrix  directs  $50,000  to  be  given 
on  loan  to  the  same  two  executors  for  forty  years,  at  5  per  cent, 
interest,  but  directs  that  the  rents  of  the  shops  and  their  interest 
shall  become  part  of  her  trust  estate. 

There  are  numerous  other  specific  bequests,  but  it  appears  that 
they  are  far  from  exhausting  the  estate,,  and  that  a  large  residue 
will  be  left. 

The  clause  disposing  of  this  residue  has  been  before  set  out  at 
length.  In  trying  to  reach  its  meaning,  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
it  contains  no  words  of  gift,  but  directions  to  the  executors,  and 
that  they  are  mentioned  by  that  title,  and  not  by  name.  The  fiist 
direction  is  to  collect  and  receive  the  residue;  the  next,  ^'that 
they,  their  heirs,  successors,  representatives,  or  descendants,  may 
apply  and  distribute  the  same  (all  circumstances  duly  considered) 
in  such  manner  and  to  such  parties  as  to  them  may  appear  just" 
These  are  neither  usual  nor  apt  words  of  absolute  gift ;  on  the  con- 
trary, they  indicate  an  intention  to  impose  a  trust  to  distribute  the 
fund  among  persons  other  than,  or  at  all  events,  in  addition  to. 
themselves. 

It  may  be  inferred  from  the  rest  of  the  will  that  the  persons  in- 
tended to  be  benefited  were  the  members  of  the  families  she 
(1)  1  My.  &  Cr.  286.  (2)  10  Jur.  (N.S.)  1095. 
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deored  to  keep  together.  It  was  said  that  the  words  give  an  j.  o. 
indefinite  and  unlimited  power  of  disposition^  and,  thereforoi  1875 
amount  to  an  absolute  gift.  But  it  is  evident  from  the  whole  will  yiapGhbab 
that  this  was  not  the  intention  of  the  testatrix^  and  that,  on  the  ^^ 
oontraryy  she  had  in  her  mind  throughout  the  desire  to  benefit  two  Ono  Cmro , 
families,  although  she  has  failed  to  define  her  object  with  the  J^ 
requisite  certainty. 

That  this  was  her  real  purpose,  and  that  it  was  her  intention  to 
create  a  trust  to  carry  it  into  efiect,  seems  to  be  apparent  both 
from  the  general  frame  of  the  will,  and  its  particular  provisions. 

Looking  only  to  the  bequests  to  the  executors,  what  appears  ? 
The  first  bequest  vests  all  the  property  in  the  executors  ^'  as  such  " 
and  ''in  trust  always"  for  the  purposes  thereafter  mentioned. 
Then  turning  to  the  residuary  clause,  the  use  of  words  of  injunc- 
tion instead  of  those  of  gift  or  bequest,  the  directions  given  to  the 
executors,  not  by  name,  but  by  the  description  of  "my  executors," 
the  nature  of  these  injunctions,  viz.,  to  collect  the  residue  and  dis- 
tribute it,  after  duly  considering  all  circumstances,  to  such  parties  as 
to  them,  their  heirs,  successors,  &c.  may  seem  just,  and  the  mention 
of  successors  in  relation  to  this  duty,  all  negative  the  supposition 
that  the  testatrix  intended  to  sever  the  residue  from  the  trust 
with  which  she  had  clothed  all  her  property  in  the  hands  of  her 
executors,  and  to  make  an  absolute  gift  of  it  to  them  as  in- 
dividuals. 

It  was  said  that  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  laid 
too  great  stress  on  the  inference  arising  from  the  clause  relating 
to  the  management  of  the  estate,  and  the  appointment  of  new  ex- 
ecutors and  trustees.  Undoubtedly,  in  any  view  of  this  case,  there 
were  trusts  to  be  performed,  which  would  make  such  a  clause  per- 
tinent ;  and  if  there  had  been  plain  words  of  gift  to  the  executors, 
as  in  Williams  v.  ArJcJe  (1),  little  weight  could  be  attached  to  this 
clause.  It  is  enough  for  their  Lordship&to  say  of  it,  agreeing  so 
far  with  the  learned  Judge  below,  that,  in  their  opinion,  its  pro- 
visions and  language  are  more  consistent  with  the  construction 
they  have  put  on  this  will,  than  with  the  opposite  view  of  it. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  above  analysis  of  the  will  in  question, 
that  it  differs  in  material  respects  from  that  in  Oibbs  v.  Bumsetf  (2). 
(1)  Unreported,  H.  of  L.,  June  7, 1875.  (2)  2  Y.  &  B.  294. 
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J.  0.       There  property  was  devised  to  the  executors  upon  trust  to  sell  and 

1875       to  pay  certain  legacies,  and  this  was  followed  by  a  clear  gift  of  the 
YeapChkah  residue,  introduced  by  the  apt  words,  " I  give  and  bequeath,"  to 

^■^        the  trustees  and  executors,  whose  names  were  given  in  a  paren- 
0x6  Chesq  thesis,  with  absolute  power  of  disposition,  and  without  any  indica- 

1       tion  of  the  families  or  persons  whom  the  testatrix  desired  to  benefit 

This  will,  both  in  its  frame  and  provisions,  materially  differs  from 
that  now  in  question. 

Several  cases  were  cited  in  the  argument,  in  which  various  forms 
of  expression,  conferring  unlimited  and  unconditional  powers  of  dis- 
position, were  held  to  amount  to  absolute  gifts.  It  is  unnecessary, 
however,  to  discuss  these  decisions,  or  to  consider  what  would  be 
the  proper  construction  of  the  discretionary  power  in  this  will  if  it 
had  been  coupled  with  plain  words  of  gift,  uncontrolled  by  other 
parts  of  the  will.  Their  Lordships'  decision,  founded  on  the  whole 
will,  is,  that  a  trust  was  intended  to  be  created,  which  has  fiedled 
for  want  of  adequate  expression  of  it. 

The  decree  below  has  declared  several  of  the  specific  bequests 
to  be  void ;  and  as  regards  three  of  them,  the  decree  is  complained 
of  in  this  appeal 

These  are,  first,  the  devise  of  the  upper  storey  of  the  four  shops  in 
trust  for  a  family  residence  of  the  families  of  Lim  Kong  Wah  and 
Khoo  Seek  Chuan,  which  is  declared  to  be  void  '^  for  uncertainty  and 
as  infringing  the  rules  against  perpetuities;"  secondly,  the  devise 
in  the  11th  clause  of  two  plantations,  in  trust  to  be  reserved  as  a 
family  burying-plaee,  with  a  prohibition  against  mortgaging  or 
selling  the  same,  which  is  declared  void,  ^'  as  infringing  the  rule 
against  perpetuities ;"  and,  thirdly,  the  devise  in  the  14th  clause, 
directing  that  a  house,  termed  Sow  Chong^  for  performing  religious 
ceremonies  to  the  testatrix's  deceased  husband  and  herself,  should 
be  erected,  as  to  which  the  decree  declares, ''  that  the  said  trust 
not  referring  to  a  charitable  object,  is  void,  as  infringing  the  rule 
against  perpetuities." 

In  considering  what  is  the  law  applicable  to  bequests  of  the 
above  nature  in  the  Straits  SeUlements,  it  is  necessary  to  refer 
shortly  to  their  history. 

The  first  charter  relating  to  Penang  was  granted  by  Oeorge  III., 
in  1807,  to  the  East  India  Company.    It  recited  that  the  com- 
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pany  had  "  obtained  by  cession  from  a  native  prince/*  Prince  of      J.  C. 
Wales^  Island,  and  a  tract  of  country  in  the  peninsula  of  Malacca,        i875 
opposite  to  that  island,  that  when  such  cession  was  made,  the  tiafChsah 
island  was  wholly  uninhabited,  but  that  the  company  had  since        ^^ 
built  a  fort  and  a  town,  and  that  '*  many  of  our  subjects  and  many  Quo  Oheko 

Chinese,  Malays,  Indians,  and  other  persons  professing  different       ' 

religions,  and  using  and  having  different  manners,  habits,  customs, 
and  persuasions,  had  settled  there."  The  charter  made  provision 
ibr  the  government  of  the  island,  and  the  administration  of  justice 
there.  It  established  a  Court  of  Judicature,  which  was  to  exercise 
all  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Courts  of  Law  and  Chancery, 
''as  far  as  circumstances  will  admit"  The  Court  was  also  to  exer- 
cise jurisdiction  as  an  Ecclesiastical  Court,  '^so  far  as  the  several 
religions^  manners,  and  customs  of  the  inhabitants  will  admit." 

A  new  charter  was  granted  by  George  lY.  in  1826,  when  the 
island  of  Singapore  and  the  town  and  fort  of  Malacca  were 
annexed  to  Prince  of  Wales'  Island,  which  conferred  in  substance 
the  same  jurisdiction  on  the  Court  of  Judicature  as  the  former 
charter  had  done. 

The  last  charter  granted  to  the  East  India  Company,  in  the 
year  1855,  again  conferred  the  like  powers  on  the  Court;  and 
this  jurisdiction  was  not  altered  in  its  fundamental  conditions  by 
the  Act  of  29  &  30  Vict  c.  95,  and  the  Order  of  the  Queen  in 
Council  made  in  pursuance  of  it»  by  which  the  Straits  Settlements 
were  placed  under  the  government  of  Her  Majesty  as  part  of  the 
colonial  possessions  of  the  Crown,  nor  by  Ordinance  No.  5  of 
18()8,  constituting  the  present  Supreme  Court 

With  reference  to  this  history,  it  is  really  immaterial  to  consider 
whether  Prince  of  WaJes'  Island,  or,  as  it  is  now  called,  Penang, 
should  be  regarded  as  ceded  or  newly-settled  territory,  for  there  is 
no  trace  of  any  laws  having  been  established  there  before  it  was 
acquired  by  the  East  India  Company.  In  either  view  the  law  of 
England  must  be  taken  to  be  the  governing  law,  so  far  as  it  is 
applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  place,  and  modified  in  its 
application  by  these  circumstances.  This  would  be  the  case  in  a 
country  newly  settled  by  subjects  of  the  British  Crown  ;  and,  in 
their  Lordships*  view,  the  charters  referred  to,  if  they  are  to  be 
regarded  as  having  introduced  the  law  of  England  into  the  colony. 
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J.  0.       contain  in  the  words  *'  as  far  as  circumstances  will  admit,"  the 

1875       same  qualification.     In  applying  this  general  principle,  it  has 
YbapChbah  ^^^^^  ^®^^  *^*  statutes  relating  to  matters  and  exigencies  pecnliar 

^^        to  the  local  condition  of  England,  and  which  are  not  adapted  to 
Ono  Chevg  the  circumstances^of  a  particular  colony,  do  not  become  a  part  of 

.H  its  law,  although  the  general  law  of  England  may  be  introduced 
into  it.  Thus*it  was  held  by  Sir  W.  Grant  that  the  Statute  of 
Mortmain  was  not  of  force  in  the  island  of  Orenctda  (AOomey* 
Oeneral  y.  'Stewart  (1)  ).  The  subject  is  discussed  at  large  in 
Mayor  of  Lyons  v.  East  India  Company  (2). 

The  learned  Judge  below  has  not,  however,  held  the  gifts  in 
question  to  be  void  on  the  ground  that  they  infringed  any  statute, 
but  because  they  were  opposed  to  the  rule  of  the  English  law 
against  creating  perpetuities. 

Their  Lordships  think  it  was  rightly  held  by  Sir  P.  Benson 
MaxweB,  Chief  Justice,  in  the  case  of  Ohoah  Choon  Nioh  y.  Spot- 
iiswoode  (3),  that  whilst  the  English  statutes  relating  to  super- 
stitious uses  and  to  mortmain  ought  not  to  be  imported  into  the 
law  of  the  colony,  the  rule  against  perpetuities  was  to  be  con- 
sidered a  part  of  it.  This  rule,  which  certainly  has  been  recog- 
nised as  existing  in  the  law  of  England  independently  of  any 
statute,  is  founded  upon  considerations  of  public  policy,  which 
seem  to  be  as  applicable  to  the  condition  of  such  a  place  as 
Penang  as  to  England;  yiz.,  to  prevent  the  mischief  of  making 
property  inalienable,  unless  for  objects  which  are  in  some  way  useful 
or  beneficial  to  the  community.  It  would  obviously  be  injurious  to 
the  interests  of  the  island  if  land  convenient  for  the  purposes  of 
trade  or  for  the  enlargement  of  a  town  or  port  could  be  dedicated 
to  a  purpose  which  would  for  ever  prevent  such  a  beneficial  use  of 
it.  The  law  of  England  has,  however,  made  an  exception,  also  on 
grounds  of  public  policy,  in  favour  of  gifts  for  purposes  useful 
and  beneficial  to  the  public,  and  which,  in  a  wide  sense  of  the 
term,  are  called  charitable  uses ;  and  this  exception  may  properly 
be  assumed  to  have  passed  with  the  rule  into  the  law  of  the 
colony.    (See  Thompson  v.  Shahspe^r  (4);  Came  y.  Long  (5),) 

(1)  2  Mer.  143.  (3)  Wood's  Oriental  Cases. 

(2)  1  Moore,  P.  C.  175.  (4)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  399. 

(5)  2  D.  P.  &  J.  76.  ^ 
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'  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  Judge  below  is  right  in  hold-  J.  a 
ing  that  the  bequests  in  question  infringed  the  rule,  and  did  not  1876 
ML  within  the  exception.  Ye^Tcbeam 

The  first  of  them,  which  relates  to  the  upper  storey  of  the  houses       ^^ 
the  testatrix  desired  to  make  a  &mily  house,  appears  to  their   OnoGhbno 

Lordships  to  be  void  on  both  the  grounds  mentioned  in  the  decree.        1 

The  context  shews  that,  in  using  the  word  *^  family,"  the  testatrix 
meant  at  least  two  families,  and  that  she  intended  to  include  not 
only  descendants,  but  other  members.  From  other  parts  of  the 
will,  and  from  the  evidence,  it  would  seem  that  children  had  been 
adopted  by  members  of  the  family,  and,  having  regard  to  Chinese 
&mily  usages,  which  may  be  properly  taken  into  consideration  in 
construing  the  will,  it  is  probable  the  testatrix  meant  to  include 
some,  at  leasts  of  these  adopted  children,  but  what  natural  and 
adopted  members  of  the  family  she  really  intended  to  benefit  is 
left  wholly  obscure  and  uncertain.  The  devise  is,  therefore,  for 
that  reason  void.  Then  the  expression  of  her  desire  to  perpetuate 
the  family  and  to  keep  the  house  for  their  residence,  and  the 
direction  that  the  houses  should  neither  be  mortgaged  nor  sold, 
clearly  denote  an  intention  to  create  a  perpetuity.  Their  Lord* 
ships,  therefore,  see  no  ground  to  distarb  the  decree  with  regard 
to  this  devise. 

The  devise  of  the  two  plantations  in  which  the  graves  of  the 
family  are  placed,  to  be  reserved  as  the  family  burying-place,  and 
not  to  be  mortgaged  or  sold,  is  plainly  a  devise  in  perpetuity. 
The  only  question  is  whether  it  can  be  regarded  as  a  gift  for  a 
charitable  use.  The  weight  of  authority  is  against  a  devise  of  this 
nature  being  so  held  in  the  case  of  an  English  will ;  and  the  only 
point  therefore  requiring  consideration  can  be,  whether  there 
is  anything  in  Chinese  usages  with  regard  to  the  burial  of  their 
dead,  and  in  the  arrangements  for  that  purpose  in  Penanff,  which 
would  render  such  an  appropriation  of  land  beneficial  or  useful  to 
the  public  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  extent  of  the  plantations 
nowhere  appears,  and  it  may  be  they  contain  more  land  than 
would  be  required  for  the  purpose  of  a  family  burial  ground.  In 
the  absence  of  any  information  respecting  usages  of  the  kind  ad- 
verted to,  and  of  the  extent  of  these  plantations,  their  Lordships 
feel  unable  to  say  that  the  decree  on  this  point  is  wrong. 
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J.  0.  The  remaining  devise  to  be  considered  is  the  dedication  by  the 

1875       testatrix  of  the  Saw  Chang  Souse  for  the  performance  of  religioaB 
Yeap  Oheah  ceremonies  to  her  late  husband  and  to  herself.     It  appears  to 

^^        be  the  usage  in  China  to  erect  a  monumental  tablet  to  the  dead 
Oho  Chbkg   Jq  a  house  of  this  kind,  and  for  the  family  at  certain  periods  to 

—  place,  with  certain  ceremonies,  food  before  the  tablet^  the  savoor 
of  which  is  supposed  to  gratify  the  spirits  of  their  deceased  relar 
tives.  This  usage,  with  the  accompanying  ceremonies,  is  minutely 
described  by  Sir  P.  Benson  Maostpell,  in  his  judgment  in  the  case 
of  Choah  Choon  Nioh  y.  Spottiswocde  (1). 

Although  it  certainly  appears  that  the  performance  of  these 
ceremonies  is  considered  by  the  Chinese  to  be  a  pious  duty,  it  is 
one  which  does  not  seem  to  fiall  within  any  definition  of  a  charitable 
duty  or  use.  The  obserrance  of  it  can  lead  to  no  public  advan- 
tage, and  can  benefit  or  solace  only  the  family  itsell  The  dedi- 
cation of  this  Sow  Chang  Souse  bears  a  close  analogy  to  gifts  to 
priests  for  masses  for  the  dead.  Such  a  gift  by  a  Boman  Catholic 
widow  of  property  for  masses  for  the  repose  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band's soul  and  her  own,  was  held,  in  West  v.  ShutSewarth  (2), 
not  to  be  a  charitable  use,  and,  although  not  coming  within  the 
statute  relating  to  superstitious  uses,  to  be  void.  The  learned 
Judge  was  therefore  right  in  holding  that  the  devise,  being  in 
perpetuity,  was  not  protected  by  its  being  for  a  charitable  use. 
It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  this  respect  a  pious  Chinese  is  in 
precisely  the  same  condition  as  a  Boman  Catholic  who  has  de- 
vised property  for  masses  for  the  dead,  or  as  the  Christian  of 
any  church  who  may  have  devised  property  to  maintain  the  tombs 
of  deceased  relatives.  (See  Richard  v.  Bobson  (3),  and  Soars  v. 
Osborne  (4).)  All  are  alike  forbidden  on  grounds  of  public  policy 
to  dedicate  lands  in  perpetuity  to  such  objects. 

Their  Lordships*  decision  on  the  bequest  they  have  l^last  con- 
sidered .accords  with  the  judgment  of  Sir  P.  Benson  MaasweU  in 
the  case  already  referred  to.  It  appears  to  them  that  in  that 
judgment  the  rules  of  English  law,  and  the  degree  in  which, 
in  cases  of  this  kind,  regard  should  be  had  to  the  habits  and 

(1)  Wood's  Oriental  Cases.  (3)  31  L.  J.  (Ch.)  89G  ;  S.  C.  31 

(2)  2  M.  &  K.  684.  Beav.  244. 

(4)  Law  Bep.  1  £q.  585. 
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usages  of  the  various  people  residing  in  the  oolony  are  correctly       J.  C. 
stated.  1875 

It  remains  to  be  observed  tliat  this  appeal  has  been  heard  upon  yeap  Chbah 
special  leave  granted  by  their  Lordships  after  leave  to  appeal  had        ^"^ 
been  refused  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  colony.    This  refusal  OnoChekg 
proceeded  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Court  that  the  power  of  appeal        — '- 
to  Her  Majesty  and  the  authority  of  the  Court  to  grant  leave  to 
do  so  contained  in  the  letters  patent  of  the  Queen  of  the  10th  of 
August,  1855,  were  abrogated  by  Ordinance  No.  5  of   1868 
establishing  tKe  presenf  Supreme  Court. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  Bespondents 
•  that  they  could  not  uphold  -this  decision ;  and  upon  referring  to 
the  Ordinance,  their  Lordships  think  the  Supreme  Court  miscon- 
ceived its  effect.  It  is  true  that  the  Ordinance  enacts,  in  the 
Ist  section,  that  the  Court  of  Judicature  established  under  the 
letters  patent  above  referred  to,  is  thereby  abolished ;  and  that  the 
letters  patent  shall  cease  to  have  any  operation  in  the  colony.  But 
the  4th  section  enacts,  that  all  provisions  of  Acts  of  the  Imperial 
Parliament,  Orders  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  letters  patents,  &c., 
in  force  in  the  colony  when  the  Ordinance  came  into  operation, 
and  which  are  applicable  to  the  Court  of  Judicature  (t.a.,  the 
Court  abolished  by  the  Ordinance),  or  to  the  Judges  thereof, 
shall  be  taken  to  be  applicable  to  the  Supreme  Court  (i.«.,  the 
Court  established  by  the  Ordinance)  and  to  the  Judges  thereof. 
The  effect  of  these  enactments,  taken  together,  is  that  whilst  the 
repealed  letters  patent  ceased  to  have  any  operation  of  their  own, 
all  the  provisions  contained  in  them  applicable  to  the  old  Court 
were  virtually  re-enacted  and  made  applicable  to  the  new  Court 
which  was  put  in  its  place,  as  effectually  as  if  they  had  been  re- 
peated at  length  in  the  Ordinance. 

The  other  parts  of  sects.  4  and  80  are  entirely  cossistent  with 
this  interpretation. 

In  the  result,  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  afiSnn  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
But^  considering  that  the  questions  involved  in  the  suit  are  novel, 
and  in  some  respects  of  the  first  impression,  that  the  litigation  has 
arisen  mainly  in  consequence  of  the  obscure  and  uncertain  manner 
in  which  the  testatrix  has  expressed  her  wishes,  and  that  the 


398  CASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.B. 

J.  C.       executors  were  thereby  placed  in  difficulty  with  respect  to  many 
187S       of  the  bequesto  of  her  will,  they  will  make  no  order  as  to  costs. 


f  MAP  ObSAH 

Nbo  Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Mr.  T.  O.  IheriU. 

Ong  Chkno       Solicitors  for  the  Respondent  Ong  Cheng  Neo  :  Messrs.  Walker 
^■^       <fe  Martineau. 


J.c*      JEREMIAH  BRASYER Plaintiff; 


1875 


AND 


June  9, 10.    HAROLD  MACLEAN Defendant. 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  TBOES  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  SOUTH 

WALES. 

I^ieriff  of  New  South  Wales — MUfeaeanoe — Damages  for  false  Betum  {fBescue 
UfUhout  proof  of  Malice  or  toatU  of  probable  Cause, 

ffeldy  that  the  Bherifif  of  the  colony  was  liable,  without  proof  of  malice  or 
want  of  probable  cause,  in  an  action  for  a  false  return  of  rescue  made  bj  him 
upon  a  writ  of  capi<u  ad  respondendum^  for  the  damage  which  resulted  to  the 
Plaintiff  therefrom.  Such  return  was  oonolusive  at  that  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings as  to  the  truth  of  the  alleged  rescue  by  the  Plaintiff,  whom  it  rendered 
liable  to  attachment  for  a  oontempt  of  Court  without  being  allowed  to  shew 
that  the  facts  returned  were  untrue ;  and  constituted  a  misfeasance  by  a 
public  ministerial  officer  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  South  WcUee  (June  15,  1874),  by  which  the  Court  set  aside  a 
verdict  (November  20,  1873),  obtained  by  the  Appellant  in  an 
action  at  law  brought  against  the  sheriff  of  the  colony  for  a  false 
return  of  rescue  (1)  made  by  him  upon  a  writ  of  capias  ad  respon- 
dendum, directing  him  to  arrest  one  Alexander  CoghiU  Wylie^  by 
means  of  which  false  return,  and  of  an  application  afterwards  made 
by  him,  a  writ  of  attachment  was  issued  against  the  Appellant, 
who  was  thereupon  arrested,  imprisoned,  and  detained  in  prison 
until  by  leave  of  the  Court  he  obtained  bail,  the  attachment  being 
ultimately  dissolved,  and  the  Appellant  discharged  out  of  the 

*  Present : — Snt  Jambs  W.  Golvile,  Sib  Babnes  Peaoocx,  Sib  Mostaoux 
E.  Smith,  Sib  Bobkbt  P.  Cotj.tkb,  and  Sib  Henbt  S.  Kbatikg, 


(1)  See  it^ra,  p.  403. 


V. 

Maolsait. 
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^mstody  of  the  sheriff;  and  also  for  falsely  and  malicionslyy  and       j.  c. 
without  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  charging  the  Appellant        1875 
before  one  of  the  judges  of  such  Court  with  having  committed  a     bbasysb 
contempt  of  Court  in  aiding  and  assisting  the  rescue,  and  upon 
such  charge  procuring  a  writ  of  attachment  against  the  Appellant, 
and  causing  him  by  virtue  thereof  to  be  arrested  and  imprisoned. 
The  Bespondent  (the  said  sheriff)  pleaded  (1)  a  denial  of  the  fedse 
return ;  (2)  that  the  Appellant  was  guilty  of  the  premises  by  the 
return  of  the  writ  laid  to  his  charge ;  (3)  not  guilty  by  statute 
7  Vict.  No.  63,  ss.  1,  8;  22  Vict  No.  12,  s,  9  (enabling  public 
officers  to  plead  the  general  issue  and  give  the  special  matter  in 


A  verdict  for  the  Appellant  (November  20, 1873),  was  obtained 
on  all  the  issues,  with  damages,  £500. 

On  the  2nd  of  December,  1873,  the  Bespondent  obtained  a  rule 
fiisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  to  arrest  the 
judgment,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved,  upon  the  following  main 
grounds : 

1.  That  the  action  was  not  maintainable  in  the  colony,  because 
the  bailiffs  (mentioned  in  the  return)  were  not  the  servants  of  the 
Bespondent;  and  that  the  return  to  the  writ  of  capias  ad  reBpaH' 
dendwn  was  not  a  return  of ''  rescue,"  but  of  "  cepi  eorpus"  and 
that  therefore  the  alleged  law  as  to  the  return  of  a  rescue  being  a 
conviction  did  not  apply,  and  in  fact  was  not  law. 

2.  The  Appellant  not  having  been  taken  into  custody  under  the 
writ  of  capias  ad  respondendwny  nor  affected  by  anything  done 
under  it^  could  not  maintain  an  action  upon  the  so-called  **  fiEtlse 
return"  to  the  writ,  the  injury  to  him  having  arisen  from  the 
judicial  act  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  granting  an  attachment  upon 
an  information  by  the  Bespondent,  and  that  to  maintain  an  action 
in  respect  of  such  attachment,  malice  and  want  of  probable  cause 
were  necessary. 

8.  That  the  declaration  was  bad,  the  return  being  in  law  a 
^  cepi  corpus/*  and  the  allegations  therein  affecting  the  Appellant 
being  surplusage,  and,  if  fedse  and  defieunatory,  being  **  damnum 
SIM  injuria"  in  the  absence  of  express  malice. 

The  Court  was  unanimous  in  refusing  a  rule  on  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  against  evidence,  and  on  the  ground  that  the 
damages  were  excessive. 


V. 

Maclban. 
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J.  G.  On  the  15th  of  June,  1874|  the  rule  was  made  ahsolate  to  enter 

1875        ft  nonsuit;  Mr.  Justice  Sargrave  being  of  opinion  that  the  rale 

Bba^teb     ^^  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs;   and  Mr.  Justice  Chetke 

and  Mr.  Justice  FaucM  being  of  opinion  that  the  Appellant  ought 

to  be  non-suited. 

From  a  comparison  of  their  respectiYe  judgments,  which,  how- 
ever,  it  is  unnecessary  to  set  out,  it  appears  that  they  agreed  in 
holding  that  the  Bespondent  as  sheriff  of  the  colony  was  respon- 
sible for  the  acts  of  the  bailiffs  in  the  execution  of  the  process  of 
the  Court,  and  that  the  fact  of  their  appointment  resting  with  the 
governor  and  executive  council  did  not  affect  this  responsibility. 

They  further  agreed  in  rejecting  the  contention  of  the  Bespon- 
dent that  the  return  was  to  be  considered  a  return  of  ^^eepi  carpus^* 
and  not  of  **  rescue." 

But  Mr.  Justice  Cheeks  and  Mr.  Justice  Faueeti  held  that, 
although  the  Bespondent  made  a  false  return,  still  the  arrest  of 
the  Appellant  was  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the  Judge  who  ordered 
the  attachment  to  issue,  and  that  unless  evidence  was  adduced 
that  the  Bespondent  had  acted  maliciously  and  without  reasonable 
cause  in  applying  for  the  attachment,  he  could  not  be  l^ally 
made  responsible. 

Mr.  Justice  Hargrave  said  that,  after  attentively  consideriDg  all 
the  authorities  bearing  upon  this  **  false  return  "  as  to  personal 
conduct  of  the  Appellant,  he  felt  no  doubt  that  the  verdict  could 
not  be  interfered  with  upon  any  of  the  technical  grounds  men- 
tioned in  the  rule  nin^  nor  upon  any  reported  case,  nor  upon  any 
legal  principle. 

Sir  K  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  W.  Oibbs,  for  the  Appellant  :— 
^  First:  This  return  was  not  traversable,  and  the  Court  before 
which  it  was  brought  was  bound  to  act  upon  it  and  to  punish  the 
person  returned  as  the  rescuer.  So  far  from  the  Bespondent 
being  protected  by  the  writ  of  attachment  having  been  issued  by 
the  Court,  his  application  that  the  same  should  issue  was  aa 
aggravation  of  the  false  return. 

They  cited  Baean^s  Abridgment,  voL  vii.  head  "  Bescue,"  £.  5 ; 
Davenant  v.  Bishop  of  Salisbury  (1) ;  Bex  v.  Elkins  (2);  Comyns' 

(1)  24  Car.  2 ;  1  Yentris,  224 ;  see  also  2  Yentris,  176,  n. 
(2)  4  BurreU,  2129.       . 


VOL.  VI.] 


CASES  IN  THE  FRTVT  COUNCIL. 


401 


Digest,  «  Rescous,"  D.  6 ;  Bexr.  Philips  (1) ;  Bex  v.  flbrsfoy  (2) ; 
Camef^s  Crown  Practice,  p.  32;  Kinff  and  Queen  v.  Howe  (3). 
The  return  is  taken  as  jwoof  against  the  person  retomed  as 
rescner,  and  he  becomes  liable  to  punishment  without  the  right  to 
answer.  Although  the  Court  awards  the  punishment,  it  is  bound 
by  the  finding  of  fact  disclosed  in  the  return.  The  earliest  pre- 
cedent for  the  action  is  to  be  found  in  Riehardsan^s  Practice  of  the 
Common  Pleas,  p.  316;  WenhDorih's  Precedentis,  vol.  yiii.  p.  459. 
An  averment  cannot  be  made  against  a  sheriff's  return :  see  Year 
Books,  6  Edw.  4, 1,  and  cases  there  cited. 

Secondly :  Where  the  sheriff  acts  as  a  ministerial  officer,  and  has 
the  power  of  making  a  binding  conclusive  return,  he  makes  it  at 
his  peril,  and  it  is  sufficient  for  a  Plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  same 
is  false  without  proving  either  malice  or  the  absence  of  reason- 
able and  probable  cause  for  making  it    They  cited  ABhhy  v. 
White  (4) ;  Piehering  v.  James  (5).    There  is  no  case  in  which 
the  Court  has  investigated  the  question  of  hona  fides:    Turner's 
Practice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  [Ed.  1769],  p.  545 ;  Bex  v, 
Pefnber[{6);    Oohby  v.   Dewes  (7);    Dalion's  Sheriffs,  p.   189 
Watson's  Sheriffs,  p.  94 ;  Lady  BusseU  and  WooXs  Case,  a.d.  1589 
Cro.  Eliz.y  p.  781.     They  referred  also  to  Dyer's  Bep.  p.  112 
2  SaSteld,  586 ;  FaweeU  v.  CkxMa  (8) ;  Traey's  Case  (9)  ;  Oyfard 
V.  Woodgate  (10) ;  Wittiams'  Saunders,  vol.  ii.  p.  345. 

The  sheriff  of  course,  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  bailiffs: 
Woodgate  v.  KnatchhuU (11).  [Sib  Babkes  Peacock: — Is  not 
the  return  bad,  that  he  was  rescued  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
bailiffs,  and  not  out  of  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  and  if  a  bad 
return,  is  it  conclusive  ?] 

The  SoUdtor-Oeneral  (Sir  John  HoOcer,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  J.  C. 
Mathew  (Mr.  /•  Armstrong,  with  them),  for  the  Respondent : — 

The  sheriff  is  not  liable  for  negligence,  unless  actual  damage  is 
sustained,  and  a  false  return  by  him  without  consequent  damage 


(1)  Barnes'  Notes  of  Cases,  429. 

(2)  6  T.  R  362. 

(3)  Comberbatch,  295. 

(4)  Lord  Baym.  938. 

(6)  Law  Rep.  8  C.  P.  489. 


VouVL 


(11)  2  T.  E.  14a 


(6)  Lee's  Rep.  t.  Hard.  112. 

(7)  10  Ring.  112. 

(8)  Sir  T.  Jones'  Rep.  39. 

(9)  12  Mod.  556,  557. 
(10)  11  East,  296. 
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J.  C.        will  not  support  an  action  against  him,  and  mil  not  entitle  the 

1875        Plaintiff  to  a  yerdict  even  with  nominal  damages:  Bandell  y» 

BBAm»     Wheble  (1) ;  Levy  v.  Hale  (2) ;  Stimson  y.  Farnham  (3).    There 

yUoLBKs    ^®  ^  distinction  between  the  law  of  the  colony  and  the  law  of 

Inland  in  this  matter.    The  bailiffs  in  the  colony  are  appointed 

by  the  Goyemment,  not  by  the  sheriff,  though  the  sheriff  puts 
them  in  motion.  The  sheriff,  therefore,  is  not  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  his  bailiffs.  The  office  of  sheriff  in  the  colony  exists  by 
force  of  statutory  enactment,  and  its  liabilities  must  be  limited 
thereby,  and  are  not  to  be  ascertained  simply  by  reference  to  the 
common  law  of  England.  The  return,  moreover,  was  of  cept 
corpus,  and  not  of  rescue ;  in  the  course  of  making  which  the 
sheriff  incidentally  referred  to  the  rescue.  In  the  absence  of 
malice,  the  sheriff  would  not  be  responsible  for  a  false  return 
so  made ;  he  was  under  no  obligation  towards  the  Plaintiff  as  a 
third  party.  The  duty  was  to  the  Court  not  to  the  Plaintiffs  In 
WentwortKs  Precedents,  cited  by  Appellant,  the  declaration  was 
that  it  was  done  of  malice ;  in  Bichard8(m%  that  it  was  done 
deceitfully. 

They  referred  to  Bex  t.  Minisy  (4) ;  Anonymous  (5) ;  MSler 
T.  Knox  (6);  Boilers  Abridgment,  tit,  "Rescue;"  Cooper  v. 
Harding!  (7) ;  Williams  v.  Smith  (8) ;  Daniels  v.  Fielding  (9). 

The  issue  of  the  writ  of  attachment  was  the  act  of  the  Court 
and  not  of  the  sheriff.  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  shew 
that  it  was  the  practice  to  treat  the  return  of  the  sheriff  as  one  not 
to  be  contradicted,  and  to  issue  the  writ  of  attachment  as  of 
course.  That  does  not  shew  that  the  Courts  were  bound  to  do  so^ 
only  that  it  was  conyenient.  And  because  they  adopted  that  mie 
in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  they  did  not  abandon  their  dis- 
cretion, or  render  the  issuing  of  the  writ  the  act  of  the  sheriff  and 
not  of  the  Court.  Otherwise,  if  the  sheriff  has  jurisdiction  to  con- 
vict of  an  offence  by  his  return,  he  ought  not  to  be  deprived 
of  protection  for  an  act  done  in  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion. 
If  his  return  does  not  convict,  but  is  traversable,  then  he  is  not 

(1)  10  A.  &  E.  719.  (5)  2  Salk.  586. 

(2)  29  L.  J.  (C.P.)  127.  (6)  6  Scott's  H.  L.  C.  1. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  176.  (7)  7  Q.  B.  928. 

(4)  1  Str.  642.  (8)  14  0.  B.  (N.S.)  696. 

(9)  16  M.  &  W.  200. 
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respoBsibla  [They  referred  also  to  Comyns'  Digest,  vol.  vii.  p.  276,       J.  C 
tit.  "  Eescous,"  D.  6 ;  Bexr.  Baldmn  (I).]  1875 


Sir  H.  JameSf  Q.C.,  replied.  v. 

Maclean. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

Sib  Babnes  Peacock  : — 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  Jeremiah  Brasyer  against  Harold 
Maclean^  who  was  the  sheriff  of  the  colony  of  New  South  Waks^ 
for  a  false  return  of  rescue  made  by  him  upon  a  writ  of  capiat  ad 
respondendum,  which  was  a  mesne  process.    It  appears  that  the 
capias  ad  respondendum  was  issued  against  Alexander  CoghiU  Wylie, 
at  the  suit  of  Oeorge  Face,  on  the  3rd  of  March,  1873,  and  that  the 
writ  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be  executed.    The  sheriff  made 
a  return  stating  that  he  had  '*  made  his  warrant  in  writing,  imder 
his  seal  of  office,  to  WiUiam  Thomas  and  Joseph  William  Delany^ 
his  bailiffs,  jointly  and  severally,  to  take  and  arrest  the  said  Alex* 
ander  CoffhiU  Wylie,  by  virtue  of  which  warrant  the  said  William 
Thomas  and  Joseph  WiUiam  Ddwny  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  3rd 
day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1873,  at  Sydney,  in  the 
colony  of  New  South  Wales,  in  his  bailiwick,  took  and  arrested  the 
said  Alexander  CoghiU  Wylie  according  to  the  exigency  of  the 
said  writ,  and  forthwith  delivered  to  him  a  copy  of  the  said  writ, 
and  safely  kept  him  in  their  custody  until  the  Plaintiff  and  divert 
other  persons  to  the  said  bailiffs  unknown,  on  the  said  3rd  day  of 
March,  at  Sydney  aforesaid,  with  forcd  and  arms  assaulted  and 
ill-treated  his  said  bailiffs,  and  the  said  Alexajhder  CoghiU  Wylie 
out  of  the  custody  of  his  said  bailiffs  then  and  there  rescued,  and 
the  said  Alexander  CoghiU  Wylie  then  and  there  with  force  of 
arms  violently  resisted  and  assaulted  his  said  bailiffs  and  rescued 
himself  and  escaped  out  of  the  custody  of  his  said  bailiffs  against 
the  peace  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
Srd  day  of  March  aforesaid,  at  Sydney  aforesaid,  within  his  baili- 
wick, by  his  said  bailiffs  took  and  re-arrested  the  said  Alexander 
CoghiU  Wylie,  and  whose  body  then  remained  in  the  prison  of  our 
Lady  the  Queen  under  his  custody."    It  was  contended,  in  tha 

(1)  Barnes'  Notes  of  Cases,  430. 

3  2  F  2 
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J.  0.        course  of  the  argament,  that  this  was  a  return  of  eepi  corpus,  and 

1875       that  the  sheriff  had  got  the  body  ready,  and  that  the  allegation 

Bbabteb     that  it  was  rescued  out  of  the  custody  of  the  bailiffs  by  the  Plain- 

Maoikan.    ^^  ^^  immaterial  and  unnecessary.     But  it  appears  to  their 

Lordships  that  it  was  a  material  allegation  in  the  return  that, 

although  the  sheriff  afterwards  retook  the  Defendant  in  the  suit, 
still  that  the  Plaintiff  had  rescued  him  out  of  his  custody  after  he 
had  been  once  arrested. 

On  the  4th  of  March  an  order  for  attachment  for  contempt  was 
issued  by  a  Judge,  in  consequence,  as  it  is  stated,  of  the  '*  matter 
being  a  matter  of  exigency  and  emergency  requiring  a  Judge  in 
yacation  to  exercise  the  powers  of  the  full  Court,  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  a  single  Judge  in  yacation 
in  cases  of  emergency,"  and  he  ordered  upon  that  return,  and 
upon  the  application  of  the  sheriff,  that  a  writ  of  attachment 
should  issue  against  the  said  Alexander  Coghttt  Wylie  and  Jeremiah 
Braeyer,  to  be  returnable  before  the  full  Court  on  Thursday,  the 
6th  of  March.    That  order  haying  been  made  by  a  single  Judge, 
it  was  afterwards  adopted  by  the  Court  on  the  6th  of  Marcb, 
1873.    It  is  there  stated  that  upon  hearing  counsel  for  the  above- 
named  applicant,  Harold  Madean,  and  upon  hearing  the  affidavit 
of  David  Lawrence  Levy^  the  Court  ordered  '*  that  the  said  order 
be  confirmed  and  allowed  and  made  absolute,  and  be  and  the  same 
is  hereby  made  a  rule  of  this  honourable  Court."    It,  therefore, 
appears  that  without  any  cause  shewn  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  Court, 
by  reason  of  the  false  return  which  the  sheriff  had  made  to  the 
writ,  ordered  an  attachment  to  be  issued  against  the  Plaintiff. 
That  attachment  haying  been  issued,  the  Plaintiff  was  arrested  on 
the  6th  of  March,  and  was  detained  in  custody  until  the  7th  of 
March.    On  that  day  he  was  admitted  to  bail,  and  on  the  11th  of 
March  a  final  order  was  made,  by  which  he  was  ordered  to  be  dis- 
charged and  released  from  bail. 

Now  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  no  damage  was  sustained  by 
the  Plaintiff  in  consequence  of  that  arrest.  He  was  apprehended 
and  detained  in  custody  from  the  6th  to  the  7th  of  March,  and 
he  was  subject  to  all  the  indignity  of  an  arrest^  and  to  the  injury 
to  his  reputation  from  haying  it  recorded  against  him  that  be 
had  assisted  or  rescued  the  prisoner  out  of  the  custody  of  the 


V, 

llAOLSAar. 
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sheriff,  and  that  he  had  been  attached  for  contempt  of  a  Court  of       J.  C. 
Justice.  1875 

But  it  is  said  that  the  sheriff  is  not  liable  for  that  act,  inas-  bbabtsb 
much  as  it  is  not  found  or  proved  that  the  sheriff  acted  mali- 
ciously. Their  Lordships  have  been  satisfied  by  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited  to  them  that  this  return  of  the  sheriff  was  con- 
clusive in  that  proceeding  that  the  Plaintiff  had  rescued  Wylie  out 
of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff.  It  is  laid  down  in  Williams*  Saunden* 
vol.  ii.  p.  345,  in  addition  to  the  cases  which  have  already  been 
cited :  **  It  seems  that  anciently,  when  the  sheriff  returned  a  rescue, 
the  party  charged  therewith  was  admitted  to  plead  to  it  as  an  in- 
dictment " — at  that  time  it  was  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact : 
Btican's  Abridgment,  tit.  *'  Bescue  " — '*  but  it  is  now  held  that  the 
return  is  not  traversable."  That  does  not  mean  perhaps  traversable 
in  the  form  of  traversing  a  return  made  to  a  writ  of  rruindamtts^ 
but  when  it  is  said  that  the  return  is  not  traversable  it  is  probably 
intended  that  the  party  is  not  allowed  to  shew  that  the  fact  re- 
turned is  not  true,  **  and  the  party  is  driven  to  his  action  against 
the  sheriff  in  case  the  return  is  false.  So  that  the  return  itself 
is  considered  a  conviction" — not  an  actual  conviction,  but  in  the 
nature  of  a  conviction  as  conclusive  in  that  particular  proceeding 
of  the  facts  returned  by  the  sheriff — '*  and  the  Courts  will  grant 
an  attachment  upon  it  in  the  first  instance." 

Now,  their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  Court  was 
not  acting  contrary  to  any  principle  of  law,  or  contrary  to  an 
established  practice,  but  that  they  were  acting  entirely  in  confor- 
mity with  an  established  practice  in  issuing  an  attachment  against 
the  Plaintiff  upon  that  conviction  without  allowing  him  to  shew 
cause  against  the  truth  of  the  return.  This  is  not  a  case  which 
falls  within  the  general  rule  which  has  been  laid  down,  that  no 
action  lies  for  damage  or  inconvenience  sustained  in  consequence 
of  process  of  law,  unless  it  be  alleged  and  proved  that  the  party 
who  occasioned  it  was  actuated  by  malice.  This  is  a  case  of  a 
misfeasance  by  a  public  ministerial  officer  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duties.  The  sheriff  was  intrusted  with  the  power  of  making  a 
return  to  the  Court  which  would  be  considered  conclusive  by  the 
Court  as  to  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  return.  He  was 
enabled,  therefore,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  to  make  a  return  to  the 
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J.  C.       Court  in  this  particular  instance,  which  was  condusiye  in  that 

1875        stage  of  the  proceedings,  that  the  Plaintiff  did  rescue  Wylie  from 

Brastkb     his  custody,  and  he  therefore  had  the  power,  and  he  exercised  the 

Maolhak.    power  of  doing  that  which  rendered   the  Plaintiff  liable  to  an 

attachment  for  a  contempt  of  Court  without  being  allowed  to  shew 

that  the  facts  returned  were  untrue. 

It  appears,  therefore,  to  their  Lordships  that  the  sheriff  in  this 
case  was  guilty  of  a  misfeasance  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
which  were .  intrusted  to  him  by  law  and  in  the  discharge  of  his 
duty  as  a  public  ministerial  officer,  and  that  in  respect  of  that 
misfeasance  he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  the  damage  which  re- 
sulted from  that  act,  notwithstanding  it  was  not  proved  against 
him  that  he  was  actuated  by  malicious  motiyes.  The  mere  fact  of 
the  misfeasance  and  the  damage  resulting  from  it  by  reason  of 
the  attachment  issuing  upon  the  return  as  conclusive  evidence 
against  the  Plaintiff  was  sufficient  damage  to  enable  the  Plaintiff 
to  maintain  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  that  misfeasance,  and 
to  recover  the  damage  which  he  has  sustained  in  consequence 
of  it 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  think  that  the  majority  of  the  Court 
were  wrong  in  the  conclusion  at  which  they  arrived,  that  the 
action  could  not  be  maintained  without  proof  of  malice  or  want 
of  probable  cause,  and  under  those  circumstances  their  Lordships 
will  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty  that  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  be  reversed,  and  that  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  should 
be  discharged  with  costs,  and  that  the  Defendant  should  pay  the 
costs  of  this  appeaL 

Attorneys  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Wilde,  Berger,  Moore,  & 

wade. 

Attorneys  for  the  Respondent :  Messrs.  Peaohey  dk  Lloyd. 
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MATHIAS  F.  COURTAUX  and  ANTOINE)  ,  _         J.O.* 

T  A  o/MLTDw  >  Appellants  ; 

LACOMBE J  1875 


AKD  June  22,  2 

WILLIAM  HE WETSON Respondent,    ^^'^f^' 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  MAURITIUS. 

Code  NapoUon — SdU  by  Ltcitation — Unpaid  Purchase-money — Privilege  of 
Copartageanta-^Inscription — ffypothhques— Priority. 

The  domain  of  JR,  B^  though  consisting  of  different  parcels,  was  held  as 
one  sahject,  in  certain  definite  hut  undivided  shares,  hy  the  ccmmunistee 
{some  of  whom  were  infants)  under  titles  which  were  not  traced  or  traceable 
to  a  common  origin.  On  the  3rd  of  May,  1859,  it  was  sold  by  licitation, 
N,  C,  and  his  wife,  already  entitled  to  five-eighths  share  thereof,  being  de- 
clared the  purchasers.  The  purchase-money  remaining  unpaid,  the  co-heirs 
of  P.  and  of  his  wife,  being  entitled  to  the  three-eighths  share  which  formed 
the  residue  of  the  domain,  were  entitled  to  that  proportion  of  the  purchase- 
money. 

In  September,  1866,  the  domain  was  again  sold  at  the  instance  of  N.  C7.'s 
<a«ditors  to  the  Respondent.  The  balance  of  the  purchase-money  paid  by  him 
was  claimed  by  the  Appellants,  who  had  acquired  by  subrogation,  in  respect 
of  debts  incurred  by  N.  C.  and  P,  jointly,  or  by  one  or  other  of  them  singly, 
before  the  sale  of  1859 ;  the  rights  of  N.  C.  and  P.  in  theiund.  The  said 
balance  was  also  claimed  by  the  Respondent  as  the  assignee  of  certain  cre- 
ditors of  N,  C.y  whose  debts  were  incurred  after  the  sale  of  1859. 

The  co-licitants  of  1859,  did  not  inscribe  their  privilege  in  respect  of  the 
unpaid  purchase-money  within  sixty  days,  under  Art  2109  of  the  Code  :  the 
Appellants  did  not  after  the  licitation  inscribe  their  claims  against  N.  C,  as 
•  oharges  upon  the  whole  estate  in  his  hands ;  nor  their  claims  against  the 
estate  of  P.  as  charges  upon  what  might  be  coming  to  that  estate ;  but  on 
the  21st  of  April,  1860,  the  Coneervateuf  dee  HypoMques^  ex  officio^  under 
Art  2108,  inscribed  a  privilege  in  favour  of  the  whole  body  of  co-licitants, 
as  unpaid  vendors,  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  unpaid  purchase- money. 

The  debts  in  respect  of  which  the  Respondent  claimed  were  all  duly  in- 
scribed as  hypothlques  subsequent  to  the  21st  of  April,  1860 :— - 

Htld^  that  by  force  of  the  French  law  relating  to  **  inscription,"  the 
Appellants  had  lost  their  priority,  and  that  their  claims  must  be  postponed 
to  that  of  the  Respondent ;  because,  first,  the  licitation  of  1859  having  been 
purposely  taken  with  a  view  to  a  partition  and  the  cesser  of  indivision  be- 
tween the  oommunigtee,  must  be  regarded  as  a  partition,  and  not  as  a  sale ; 
second,  the  co-licitants  were  within  the  principle  of  Art  883,  and  as  oopar" 


*  Present :— Sm  Jambs  W.  Colvile,  Sib  Babnes  Peacock,  Sib  Mo5TAGUE  E. 
SiciTH,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb, 
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J.  CL  tageanis  lost  their  privilege  in  respect  of  unpaid  purcbase-money  by  their 

1875  omission  to  inscribe  it  within  sixty  days  under  Art  2109 ;  third,  although 

^'Yw  the  privilege  d^enerated  into  a  It^pothkque,  yet  the  ex  officio  inscription 

OouBTAUZ  of  the  2l8t  of  April,  1860,  was  not  tantamount  to  an  inscription  of  & 

HswrooK.  hypothiqtie  under  Art.  2148.    Such  inscription  operated  as  notice  that<  the 

whole  purchase-money  was  unpaid,  but  did  not  confer  priority  of  charge 

under  the  Code  in  respect  of  a  particular  share  thereof. 

XHIS  appeal  was  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Conit  of 
Matmtitis,  whereby  it  was  decided  that  the  Bespondent  was 
entitled  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  Biehe  Bois  sugar 
estate,  recently  the  property  of  one  Nieolaa  Courtaux,  in  priority 
to  the  Appellants.  The  substantial  question  invdved  in  the 
appeal  was : — 

Whetlier  or  not  the  Appellants^  who  were  creditors  of  NUoIm 
Ckwrtaiix  and  Augurie  Peyras^  by  virtue  of  claims  arising  in  and 
prior  to  the  year  1859,  had  upon  the  facts  admitted  in  the  plead- 
ings, and  hereinafter  stated  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships,  a 
preferential  lien  by  way  of  **privileffe,^  **  hypotkeque,*^  or  other- 
wise upon  the  proceeds  of  the  said  Biehe  Bois  estate,  which  had 
been  sold  by  an  Order  of  Court,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  be  paid 
thereout  in  priority  to  the  Bespondent^  who  was  a  creditor  of 
NusoUm  Courtaux^  by  the  assignment  of  claims  arising  subsequently 
to  the  year  1859, 

The  Biehe  Bois  estate  was  sold  en  lioe  by  ^^licitation"  to 
Niodas  Couidaux,  at  that  time  owner  of  five-eighths  there(^,  on 
the  23rd  of  May,  1859,  for  $230,000.  He  did  not  pay  the  price 
down,  and  no  registration  was  made  within  sixty  days,  as  pre- 
scribed by  Art.  2109  of  the  Code,,  of  any  lien  upon  the  estate  in 
favour  of  the  co-licitants.  But  the  Master,  upon  making,  in  lliay, 
1859,  the  adjudication  of  Biehe  Bois  to  Nicolas  Courtaux^  made 
thereon  a  memorandum  of  the  conditions  of  sale>  and  about  ayear 
afterwards,  on  the  21st  of  April,  1860,  the  adjudication  with  this 
memorandum  was  presented  to  the  Gonservaieur  des  HypothequeSf 
MauritiiMf  who  entered  the  same  upon  the  register. 

That  inscription  was  as  follows : — 

'*  At  the  date  of  the  21st  of  April,  1860. 
^'Inscription  taken  ex  officio  on  behalf  of  [here  follow  the  names 
of  all  the  eo-licitants].    In  virtue  of  a  memorandum  of  adjudica* 


VOL.  VL]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  409 

tion  made  before  the  Master  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  MauritiiM,       J.  0. 
on  the  3rd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  1859,  registered  on  the  23rd        1675 
day  of  the  aforesaid  month  and  year»  and  transcribed  this  day,    codbtTvx 
vol.  Ixiz.,  No.  301,  and  containing  sale  by  licitation  of  the  im-   „  ^  ' 

moveable  property  hereafter  described,  for  the  sum  of  $230,000,        

being  the  amonnt  of  the  said  adjudication  at  the  Cahier  dee  Charges^ 
it  bas  been  stipulated  as  follows:  "Art.  5. — ^The  purchaser  shall 
be  bound  to  pay  his  purchase-money  according  to  the  deed  of  par- 
tition which  will  be  made  between  the  co-licitants,  pursuant  to  law, 
of  the  said  purchase  price,  or,  if  necessary,  according  to  the  plan 
of  distribution  which  will  be  made  by  tbe  master  of  such  sale  price, 
pursuant  to  law,  ppon  presentation  of  warrants  for  payment,  which 
may  be  issued  by  the  said  master,  in  consequence  of  the  final 
closure  of  such  plan  of  distribution,  or  in  obedience  to  any  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court  of  MaurUiuB  which  may  be  made  to 
share  and  divide  the  said  purchase  price.  The  purchaser  shall 
besides  pay  interest  upon  the  sale  price  at  the  rate  of  nine  per 
centum  per  annum  from  the  sale  until  final  payment,  and  as 
security  from  the  risk  of  an  insolvent  purchaser  is  not  the  only 
object  which  is  aimed  at,  the  purchaser  or  purchasers,  whether  he 
or  they  bids  or  bid  in  person,  shall  be  bound,  if  so  required  to  do, 
to  deposit  cash  in  the  hands  of  the  master,  at  the  very  time  of  the 
adjudication,  one-sixth  of  his  or  their  purchase  price,  and  all  the 
costs  of  sale,  and  in  case  of  deposit,  such  portion  of  the  purchase 
price  as  shall  not  have  been  deposited  shall  bear  interest  as  above 
set  forth,  and  in  case  the  purchasers  or  purchaser  be  one  or  more 
of  the  co-licitants,  he  or  they  shall  be  entitled  to  deduct  from  the 
sum  to  be  deposited  his  or  their  share  or  shares  in  the  said  sum. 
Privilege  on  several  portions  of  land  situate  in  the  district  of 
Bavawne^  in  this  island  of  Mauritius^  containing  altogether  1674 
acres  or  thereabout  in  extent,  worked  as  one  single  estate,  and 
known  under  the  name  of  Domaine  de  Biehe  Bote;  these  several 
portions  of  land  are  "  [here  follows  description  of  the  portions  and 
the  boundaries]. 

On  the  20th  of  September,  1866,  the  Riche  Boia  estate  was 
again  sold  in  the  course  of  proceedings  instituted  by  the  creditors 
of  Nieolaa  Courtaux  to  William  Hewetson^  the  Bespondent,  for 
$215,000,  which  was  paid.    As  regards  $168,000,    which  was 
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J.C.       applied  in  payment  of  preferential  charges,  no  dispute  arose ;  but 

1875       as  regards  the  balance  of  $47,000,  it  was  claimed  as  follows : — ^The 

OouBTAux    Appellants,  M.  F.  Ccurtaux  and  Antoine  Lcusovfibey  were  two  cre- 

w-J!l^      ditors  of  Nicclas  Courtaux  and  Augu9te  Peyras  for  $45,000  or 

thereabouts,  upon  accounts  stated  prior  to  the  sale  of  1859,  and  m 

respect  of  transactions  which  had  occurred  prior  thereto.  The 
Bespondent  Henoetson,  who  was  also  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  of 
1866,  claimed  bA  assignee  of  certain  judgment  and  mortgage  cre- 
ditors of  Nicolas  Courtaux,  whose  claims,  amounting  to  $43,000  or 
thereabouts,  originated  subsequent  not  only  to  the  sale  of  1859, 
but  also  to  the  inscription  of  the  21st  of  April,  1860.  All  those 
claims  were  however  duly  registered. 

The  Master  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mauritius  in  the  course  of 
his  official  duty  proceeded  to  distribute  the  purchase-money,  and 
on  the  26th  of  June,  1872,  delivered  his  judgment,  deciding  that 
the  Appellants  were  entitled  to  priority  over  Seweison.  He  said : 
*'I  consider  that  the  inscription  taken  ex  officio  on  the  21st  of 
April,  1860,  although  without  eflfect  to  preserve  the  privilege 
attached  to  the  claims  of  the  heirs  and  representatives,  Peyras  and 
wife  and  other  co-licitants,  must  have  its  full  effect  as  an  inscrip- 
tion of  the  mortgage  attached  to  the  said  claims,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  creditors,  heirs,  and  legatees  of  the  said  '^  co-licitants " 
must  take  rank  in  the  present  distribution  of  the  sale  price  of 
Biche  Bois,  according  to  their  respective  titles  and  capacities, 
before  the  personal  creditors  of  the  purchasers,  Courtaux  and  wife, 
whose  claims  have  been  inscribed  after  that  date,  provided,  how- 
ever, that  they  hold  legitimate  titles  as  such  creditors,  heirs,  and 
legatees,  for  the  discussion  of  which  I  postpone  the  case  to  the 
10th  day  of  July  next,  without  any  further  notification." 

From  this  judgment  Hewetson  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Gourt, 
who,  on  the  26th  of  April,  1872,  reversed  the  Master's  decision, 
and  held  that  the  Appellants  must  be  postponed  to  Hewetson  on 
the  following  grounds : — 

'^  1.  That  the  proceedings  in  1859,  by  which  Nicolas  Courtaux 
became  owner  of  the  whole  of  Biche  Bois,  were  not  a  sale  but  a 
partition. 

"2.  That  Nicolas  Courtaux  and  his  co-owners  were  ^coheriiiers* 
within  the  meaning  of  that  term,  as  used  in  sect.  883  and  the  other 


Hewxteok. 
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eections  iu  the  Code  Civil  relating  to  '  succeaaions,*  and  that  the  J.  C. 
transfer  to  Nicolas  CourtauM  was  an  ^a^  dedarcUify  and  not  an  1875 
••  ade  trandaUf  of  title."  CototIux 

**3.  That  consequently  the  only  ^priviUge*  preserved  to  the 
prior  creditors  of  the  Ridie  Boia  estate  was  the  ^jprivUSge*  of 
a  *  cohirUier!  which  required  to  be  registered  within  sixty  days 
of  the  transaction. 

**  4.  That  the  inscription  taken  by  the  Conservator  of  Mortgages 
was  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  As  to  this  the  Court  said, 
*  The  inscription  was  taken  ex  officio  by  the  Conservator  of  Mort- 
gages as  such,  and  not  at  the  *'  diligence  "  of  the  co-licitants  or  eo- 
partageants.  The  inscription  was  taken  by  the  latter  long  after 
the  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  the  judgment  of  adjudication.  The 
necessary  sequitwr  therefore  is  that  the  Eespondents  {i,e.^  the  pre- 
sent Appellants)  have  lost  their  privilege,  and  that  the  finding  of 
the  Master  on  this  head  in  favour  of  the  Kespondents  must  be  set 
aside.  Assuming,  for  the  sake  of  argument  only,  that  the  Con- 
servator, like  any  third  party,  was  fully  warranted  by  law  to  step 
into  the  relief  of  a  negligent  copartageani  or  co-licitant — a  point 
upon  which  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  at  present  to  give  any 
opinion — it  is  clear  that  assistance  should  be  afforded  so  as  effect- 
ually to  benefit  the  party  whose  interest  he  is  anxious  to  serve, 
but  instead  of  taking  an  inscription  as  negotiarum  gedor  upon 
the  authority  of  Art.  2,148,  CivU  Code,  the  Conservator  has  taken 
an  inscription  ex  officio^  which,  however  beneficial  for  the  protec* 
tion  of  a  vendor's  privilege,  can  in  no  wise  secure  the  privilege  of 
a  co-licitant  or  copartageantr 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Seward  Price,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  proceedings  in  May,  1859,  by  whicb  the  entirety  of  the 
estate  of  Biche  Boia  was  transferred  to  Nicholas  Courtaux,  con- 
«tituted  a  sale  and  not  a  '^  partage,^'  axid  consequently  the  entry 
made  by  the  **  Conservaieur  dea  HypotKequea  "  on  the  21st  of  April, 
1860,  was  the  entry  of  a  vendor's  *^  privilege,"  which  the  Conservator 
was  bound  to  make  ex  officio,  and  was  perfectly  good  as  such,  and 
enures  for  the  benefit  of  the  Appellants  and  other  creditors  of  Peyras, 
the  owner  of  the  estate.  [They  referred  to  sect.  1686  of  the  Code 
Napoleon  ;  sect.  1998  with  the  note  thereto  by  Sirey  ;  sects.  2103, 


V. 
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J.  a  2106,  2108,  2109,  2113,  and  2148.]  The  effect  of  these  sections 
1875  is  to  give  to  vendors  at  a  sale  and  to  co-owners  on  a  partition  a  lien 
CouKTAux  for  the  unpaid  purchase-money,  and  other  undischarged  claims 
existing  against  the  property  so  disposed  of,  provided  only  that  the 
lien  is  duly  registered.  The  lien  so  arising  in  its  primary  form  is 
styled  a  ^  privilege^*  but  the  conditions  and  formalities  as  to 
registration  must  be  observed  and  carried  out  in  order  to  preserve 
its  full  effect.  If  these  conditions  and  formalities  are  wanting^ 
the  lien  is  not  altogether  lost,  but  it  degenerates  into  a ''  hypo- 
tKeque^^  or  secondary  lien,  which  nevertheless  gives  priority  to 
most  if  not  all  liens  subsequently  registered.  Apart  however 
from  any  question  as  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction  of  1859, 
whether  it  be  called  a  sale  or  a  ^^partagey'*  the  5th  oondition  of 
transfer  expressly  constituted  a  lien  either  *^ privilege^  or  **hypo^ 
(Keque  "  enforceable  in  Appellants'  favour.  The  claims  mentioned 
in  such  condition  include  the  Appellant's  claims^  and  again  the 
question  is  reduced  to  whether  due  registration  of  such  lien  had 
been  effected  so  as  to  secure  a  legal  priority. 

As  to  registration,  it  was  effected  as  of  a  vendor's  privilege  after 
the  expiration  of  sixty  AajHexoffficio  by  the  ConBervaieur  des  Sypa^ 
theques,  and  not  as  a  hypotkeqtie  by  a  ereancier.  It  was  good  as 
the  registration  of  a  vendor's  privilege :  (1.),  because  the  transac- 
tion of  1859  was  a  sale ;  (2.),  because  even  if  it  were  a  ^^pariage^ 
yet  Nieolaa  Caurtaux,  being  only  a  tenant  in  common,  and  not 
a  **  eohMtieTf'  of  Biehe  Bats,  it  was  not  an  ordinary  "  partage,**^ 
by  oo-heirs  or  joint  tenants,  but  a  ^parlage**  by  tenants  in  common, 
which  partage  is  in  the  nature  of  a  sale,  and  is  an  **  acte  tran^- 
Vxtifl*  and  not  merely  **  diclaraUf*'  of  title,  and  produces  in  favour 
of  the  selling  parties  and  those  claiming  under  or  through  them 
a  vendor's  privilege.  In  any  event  it  is  good  as  the  registration 
of  an  hypothkque  ;  for,  on  the  assumption  that  the  transaction  of 
1859  was  a  partage,  and  that  the  coparlageanta  lost  their  privilege 
by  omitting  to  register  it  in  sixty  days,  yet  (see  sect  2113)  they 
retained  their  **  hypotheque^*'  into  which  the  privilege  for  want  of 
prompt  registration  degenerated,  and  consequently  the  entry  by 
the  "Conservateur  des  HypatKegties^**  which  entry  contained  all  the 
requisites  imposed  by  sect.  2148,  is  perfectly  good  as  the  entry 
of  **  hypolKegue^^^  and  enures  to  tUe  benefit  of  the  Appellants. 
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According  to  French  law,  every  privilege  is  a  hypoikeque,  though       J-  C. 
every  hypotheque  is  not  a  privilege :  see  Troplong  [  3rd  Ed.l,  "  Privi-        1875 
Uges  et  Hypotkeques,'*  vol.  i.  p.  24,  §  27 ;  p.  493,  §  318.    And  upon    coxjbtaux 
sect  2148,  see  Trophng,  voL  iii.  §§  667-8,  673  ;  Les  Codes  annoUs   Hawwaca. 

de  Sirey,  sect.  2148,  notes  63—68  [Ed.  1871].    They  referred  to        

sects.  2103  and  1476  ;  Sireyy  1841,  part  1,  page  731.  There  is 
express  provision  in  so  many  words  to  meet  the  case  of  co-owners 
who  are  not  also  co-heirs.  They  are  included  in  the  clause  as  to 
vendors,  at  least  whenever  the  partition  by  them  is  not  a  division 
in  kind,  but  by  a  sale  and  division  of  proceeds.  Even  in  the  case 
of  eoherUiers,  where  the  parties  intended  it  to  be  a  sale  and  not  a 
partaffe,  all  the  consequences  of  a  sale  follow :  Dalloz,  1845,  part  1, 
p.  376-7.  The  question  is  one  of  intention :  DdUoz^  1847,  part  2, 
p.  103 ;  Ibid.  1851,  part  2,  p.  85 ;  Ibid.  1855,  part  2,  p.  356. 
As  regards  sect.  883,  which  the  Supreme  Court  held  to  be  appli- 
cable to  the  case,  and  destructive  of  Nicolas  Courtaux^s  title  under 
the  proceedings  of  1859  in  his  character  of  an  ordinary  purchaser, 
that  section  is,  according  to  its  true  construction,  a  special  pro- 
yision  for  joint  tenants  who  are  also  co-heirs,  and  cannot  apply  to 
persons  whose  estates  are  intermingled,  or  to  ordinary  tenants  in 
common.  As  regards  these  latter,  see  sects.  573, 575, 1686.  There 
is  no  reference  in  sect.  883  to  copartageanU.  If,  nevertheless,  it 
applies  to  copartageanU^  it  must  be  when  the  title  is  common  to 
all  as  amongst  joint  tenants.  They  referred  to  Sirey^  1849,  21st 
note  of  Appendix ;  Sirey^  1858,  part  1,  p.  767 ;  Ibid.  1870,  part  1, 
p.  270 ;  Ibid.  1848,  part  1,  p.  61. 

Mr.  Matthews,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Myburghf  for  the  Respondent : — 

There  is  no  difference  existing  under  the  law  of  Mawrilimy  such 
as  is  known  in  English  law,  between  joint  tenants,  tenants  in 
common,  and  coparceners.  The  law  of  Mauritius  recognises  sepa- 
rate and  joint  ownership  simply.  The  character  of  joint  ownership 
is  identical  in  all  cases,  though  the  ^consequences  which  flow  from 
its  dissolution  may  differ  in  different  cases.  The  joint  ownership 
in  this  case  was  of  a  complicated  kind,  but  any  co-owner  could 
demand  a  division.  When  the  joint  property  is  knocked  down  to 
one^of  the  joint  owners,  he  is  deemed  to  have  been  sole  owner 
from  the  beginning ;  a  fictioli  of  law  which  originated  in  general 
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J.  0        convenience,  and  to  avoid  the  feudal  dues.    [Sm  Montague  E, 

1875        Smith  : — ^He  is  in  as  of  the  old  estate.]     The  number  of  cases 

OouBTAux    cited  on  the  other  side  of  cession  of  his  rights  by  one  co-owner  to 

a  stranger  only  shews  that  the  stranger  takes  an  undivided  share, 

and  is  co-owner  with  the  others. 

The  whole  of  the  elaborate  argument  on  the  other  side,  to  the 
effect  that  the  proceeding  of  1839  was  in  intention  and  in  fact  a 
sale,  falls  to  the  ground.    See  articles  of  the  Code  on  Licitation, 
1686,  d  seq.,  and  the  head-note  thereto  in  BogrorCs  annotated 
edition.    Compare  Articles  in  reference  to  partage,  827-839.    See 
also  sect.  882,  11th  note  (bis)  thereon  by  Sirey  [Ed.  1855].    See 
also  articles  on  licitation  in  the  Frocedwre  Code,  966,  705,  707 
of  the  Code  as  remodelled  in  1841  (corresponding  to  Arts.  965, 
707,  and  709  of  the  old  Code,  which  is  still  in  force  in  Mauritius), 
A  licitation  ending  in  an  adjudication  to  one  of  the  co-owners 
is  not  an  act  which  transfers  property,  but  one  which,  by  fiction 
of  law,  fixes  the  co-owner  as  sole  owner  from  the  beginning.    The 
Master's  adjudication  in  this  case  was  not  *'  trandaiif  de  propriSle" 
t.6.  did  not  convey  to  Courtaux  and  his  wife;  but  was  *^  diclaraiif 
de  propriHe"  owing  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  sect  883  of  the 
Code,  as  to  partages  or  lieitaiions  between  joint  heirs,  which  rule 
extends  to  similar  operations  between  any  other  class  of  joint 
owners  of  real  property :  see  Arts.  1476,  1686,  1688,  1872,  and 
2109  of  the  Code.    The  same  rule  prevailed  at  Common  Law  in 
France  previous  to  the  codification  of  its  laws.    See  Pothier,  Coiv- 
trat  de  Venie,  vol.  ii.  part  7,  art  7,  *'  Des  Lieitaiions  entre  cohMtiers 
et  eoproprOtaires.''     It  was  not  therefore  a  contract  of  sale  either 
in  law,  in  intention,  or  in  fact;  the  adjudicatee  being  deemed  to  be 
sole  owner  ah  initio,  with  the  consequences  which  flow  from  that 
fiction.    [Sir  MoNTAauE  E.  Smith  : — Pothier  seems  to  be  speak- 
ing of  a  sale  amongst  co-owners  in  which  outsiders  are  not  ad- 
mitted to  bid  ;  that,  no  doubt,  would  operate  as  a  partition].    But 
see  as  to  the  effect  of  Art.  883,  "  Ddvineourt,  Cours  de  Droit 
Franfais^  vol.   ii.  p.  53  ei  seq.  [Ed.  1834],  par.  5,  tit.  ''Des 
Successions ;"  MarcadS,  Droit  CivU  Franfais  under  Art.  883,  CivH 
Code;  Durante,  Cours  de  Droit  Franfais,  yoI.  ii.  sect  225,  et  seq.;. 
Boffronon  Arts.  883, 1872,  1832,  and  1841  of  the  Code ;  Troplmg^ 
Droit  Civil  expliqui  des  Soeiitis  Civiles  et  Commerdales,  tit,  **  Du 
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CorUrcd  de  SoeietS,**  Art.  28 ;  Demolomhe,  Sucaemons^  vol.  v.  Nos.  253,       J.  0. 
et  seq.  264,  266 ;  Mourlm's  Code  NapoUan,  vol.  ii.  p.  483.  1875 

Such  a  fiction,  with  its  consequences,  would  be  serious  to  co-    colbtaux 
licitants  and  their  mortgagees  or  creditors,  had  not  the  law  inter-   hewmot 

fered  for  their  protection.    See  Arts.  2109,  2113, 1166,  and  788       

of  the  Civil  Code.  Under  these  articles  the  Appellants,  as  alleged 
creditors  of  certain  co-licitants,  could  have  secured  any  rights, 
either  of  privilege  or  mortgage,  aecruing  to  their  supposed  debtors 
in  respect  of  the  Master's  adjudication.  But  no  co-licitant's  privi- 
lege was  inscribed  within  sixty  days  under  Art  2109,  nor  the 
co-licitants'  mortgage  under  Art.  2113,  either  at  the  request  of  the 
co-licitants  themselves,  or  any  of  their  alleged  creditors.  If  the 
vendor's  privilege  is  duly  inscribed,  it  can  be  transcribed  at  any 
distance  of  time;  it  never  degenerates  into  hypotheque;  it  never 
merges ;  it  remains  a  complete  charge,  or  disappears  altogether : 
cf.  Arts.  2113,  2134,  and  2155  of  the  Code. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  ex  officio  inscription  by  the  ConservcUeur 
des  Sypotlieques,  he  is  a  public  officer,  whose  functions  are  both 
ministerial  and  fiscal.  He  has  two  sets  of  registers  for  transcrip- 
tion and  inscription.  Under  the  law  as  it  stood  in  MawriiirAe  in 
18t)0,  few  deeds  (chiefly  under  Art.  939  et  seq.,  and  Art  1069  of 
the  Civil  Code)  required  to  be  transcribed  in  order  to  be  valid ; 
with  regard  to  others,  transcription  was  optional.  As  to  inscrip- 
tion. Art.  2108  specially  refers  to  a  vendor's  privilege.  Even  that 
is  quite  independent  of  the  ex  officio  inscription,  which  is  only 
intended  to  give  warning  that  a  vendor's  privilege  pre-exists,  and 
has  been  secured  by  transcription.  Were  it  omitted  altogether, 
the  vendor's  privilege  would  still  hold  good  as  soon  as  the  deed  of 
conveyance  is  transcribed  at  the  request  of  either  vendor,  lender,  or 
purchaser.  Under  Art.  2108,  it  would  be  held  to  be  duly  inscribed 
so  as  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Art.  2106.  The  ex  officio 
inscription  was  therefore  never  intended  to  secure  any  rights 
either  to  vendor  or  lender,  and,  a  fortiori,  could  not  secure  any  to 
co-licitants,  whose  case  is  not  even  contemplated  by  Art.  2108.  See 
Trophng^s  Droit  Civil  expliquS,  "  FrivUiges  el  Hj/potKeqties,"  vol.  i.. 
Art.  275-7 ;  278-286 ;  290-1 ;  Pont,  Explication  du  Code  Civil, 
"  Des  Privileges  et  Hypotkeques,*^  vol.  i.,  par.  268,  et  seq.,  and  vol.  ii., 
art.  933.    See  also  Sirey,  1845,  part  2,  p.  426 ;  Sirey,  1855,  part  2, 
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J.  C.       p.  512 ;  Ibid,  1831,  part  2,  p.  241 ;  Ibid.  1854,  part  2,  p.  350; 

1875        Trophnfff  Droit  CivH  easpKquS,  vol.  xvi.;  "Di»  Mandat''  par.  617, 

OoottIux    et  seq. ;  Sirey,  1817,  part  1,  col.  148 ;  Ibid.  1832,  part  1,  p.  481 ;  Ibid. 

jjj^yj^jj    1840,  part  1,  p.  686.  As  to  the  DaUoz'  cases  cited  on  the  other  side, 

they  are  all  cases  of  cession  by  a  co-heir  or  co-owner  of  his  undivided 

right  to  a  third  person.  Such  cession  ends  the  status  of  indivision, 
and  therefore  amounts  to  a  partition.  Then  where  the  intention  is 
a  sale,  it  is  a  sale.  But  there  is  no  case  to  shew  that  a  licitation, 
followed  by  an  adjudication  to  a  co-licitant  amounts  to  a  sale. 

Mr.  jPry,  Q.C.,  replied.  With  regard  to  the  fiction  of  law  relied 
on  upon  the  other  side,  wherever  the  Code  intends  that  fiction  to 
apply,  it  applies  it  in  express  terms,  and  the  inference  is,  that  when 
the  Code  is  silent  the  fiction  does  not  apply.  This  was  a  case  of 
sale,  and  the  vendor's  privilege  is  independent  of  registration. 
Sect  2113  provides  for  that  omission,  and  sect.  2148  does  not  contain 
any  declaration  of  nullity  in  case  of  omission.  He  referred  to 
Troplcmff's  Du  Contrat  de  SodetS,  vol.  i.,  art.  1832,  par.  22,  p.  31 ; 
DaOoz,  1849,  part  2,  p.  184.  Art  883  does  not  apply;  see 
Sirey's  notes  thereto. 

1875  The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

juhj  22.     Sir  James  Colvile  : — 

The  question  raised  by  this  appeal  is  one  of  priority  between 
the  charge  of  the  Appellants  and  that  of  the  Bespondent  upon  a 
sum  of  $47,000,  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  of  an  estate  in 
the  Island  of  Mauritius,  known  as  the  Biche  Bais  Domain. 

The  whole  of  this  estate,  which  consisted  of  ten  different  parcels, 
had  before  the  year  1858  become  vested  in  and  was  held  by  certain 
persons  in  community ;  three-eighths  belonging  to  Nicolas  Cour- 
taux  and  his  wife,  living  together  under  the  *'  regime  de  commu- 
nautS  des  biens ;"  three-eighths  to  Jean  Augusts  Peyras  and  his 
wife,  living  together  in  the  like  community;  and  two-eighths  to 
one  Bchert  Brenan. 

In  August,  1858,  both  Peyras  and  his  wife  were  dead,  and  their 
three-eighths  had  passed  to  their  heirs.  On  the  18th  of  December, 
1858,  Nicolas  Courtaux  purchased  Brenan's  two-eighths,  and  there- 
after the  estate  belonged  as  to  five-eighths  to  Courtaux,  or  to 
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Cowria/ms  and  his  wife,  who  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal  may  be  J.  C. 
taken  as  one  person  in  law ;  and  as  to  three-eighths  to  the  co-heirs  1875 
of  PejfroB  and  the  co-heirs  of  his  wife  in  their  respectiTo  proper-    coxrBrATrx 

tiODS. 

On  the  20th  of  December^  1858,  and  apparently  before  the 
completion  of  the  purchase  by  Courtaux  of  Brenan^B  share,  cer- 
tainly before  its  inscription,  proceedings  with  a  view  to  a  partition 
of  the  estate,  or  its  proceeds,  were  commenced  at  the  instance  of 
one  of  the  heirs  of  Madame  Peyras  ;  and  on  the  22nd  of  February, 
1859,  the  Master,  on  the  report  of  the  person  who  had  been  ap- 
pointed by  the  Court  to  determine  whether  the  estate  could  or 
could  not  be  conveniently  divided  in  kind,  and  if  not,  to  make  the 
valuation  thereof,  ordered  that  the  sale  by  licitation  of  the  estate 
Ruihe  Bois  should  take  place  before  him  according  to  law.  ' 

The  estate  was  accordingly  put  up  for  such  sale,  according  to 
certain  conditions  of  sale,  on  the  3rd  of  May  in  that  year,  and  was 
knocked  down  to  Mr.  Edward  Duvivier,  the  attorney  having  the 
carriage  of  the  sale,  for  the  sum  of  $230,000.  He  afterwards 
declared  his  principals  to  be  Nieolas  Courtaux  and  his  wife,  who 
were,  therefore,  duly  adjudged  to  be  the  purchasers. 

There  seems  to  their  Lordships  to  be  no  pretence  for  treating 
the  transaction  as  a  sale  to  Duvivier. 

Under  the  fifth  of  ^he  conditions  of  sale  the  purchaser  was 
bound  to  pay  the  sale  price  according  to  the  deed  of  partition 
which  might  be  made  between  the  co-licitants,  pursuant  to  law ; 
or,  if  necessary,  according  to  the  plan  of  distribution  which  should 
be  made  by  the  Master  of  such  sale  price,  pursuant  to  law,  upon 
the  presentation  of  warrant  for  payment  to  be  issued  by  the 
Master,  in  consequence  of  the  final  closure  of  such  plan  of  distri- 
bution, or  in  obedience  to  any  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
MauritiuSy  which  might  be  made,  to  share  and  divide  the  said  sale 
price.  He  was  to  pay  interest  upon  the  unpaid  purchase-money 
at  the  rate  of  9  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  day  of  sale  imtil 
final  payment  He  might  also  be  called  upon  to  deposit  one-sixth ' 
of  the  sale  price  and  all  the  costs  in  the  hands  of  the  Master,  sub- 
ject to  the  provision  that  in  case  he  should  be  one  of  the  co-lid- 
tants,  he  should  be  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  sum  to  be  deposited 
his  share  in  the  said  sum. 

ToL.  VL  3  2  G 
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X  C.  Several  of  the  co-L'dtants  being  infants,  it  was  neeessary  that 

1875        the  Master  should  make  a  plan  for  the  distribution  of  the  sale 
CouBTAux    price.    It  appears,  howeyer,  that  no  proceedings  with  that  object 
HiwiTBov.    ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  years,  and  that  in  the  meantime  Nieolai 
—        Caurtaux  and  his  wife  were  in  possession  of  the  estate,  without 
paying  into  Court  or  otherwise  any  portion  of  the  purchase- 
money. 

In  September,  1866,  the  estate  having  been  seized  at  the  suit 
of  some  creditors  of  Nioclaa  Cawrtaw^  was  again  put  up  for  sale, 
and  was  purchased  by  the  Bespondent  for  the  sum  of  $215,000. 
On  this  occasion  the  purchase-money  was  paid  into  Court,  to  be 
apportioned  by  the  Master  amongst  different  claimants,  indudiDg 
the  co-licitants  upon  the  first  sale.  It  may  be  assumed  to  hare 
been  properly  applied  in  the  payment  of  preferential  charges  to 
the  amount  of  $168,000,  leaving  only  the  balance  of  $47,000  to 
satisfy  the  conflicting  claims  of  the  Appellants  and  the  Bespondent, 
and  claims  posterior  to  them. 

The  claims  of  the  Appellants  are  in  respect  of  debts  incurred  by 
Nicolas  Courtaux  and  Jean  Auguste  Peyras  jointly,  or  by  one  or 
or  other  of  them  singly,  before  the  sale  by  licitation  in  May,  1859. 
The  Appellants  may  be  taken  to  have  acquired  by  subrogation,  to 
the  extent  of  their  respective  charges,  all  the  rights  which  either 
of  their  debtors,  or  his  representatives,  could  have  asserted  against 
the  fund.  And  in  so  fSEU*  as  they  are  creditors  of  Peyras^  they  are 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  charge  which  he  or  his  representatives 
had  upon  the  estate  in  respect  of  his  unpaid  share  of  the  purchase- 
money  due  on  the  first  sale. 

The  Bespondent  claims  as  the  assignee  of  certain  creditors  of 
Nicolas  OourtaiM,  whose  debts  were  incurred  after  the  sale  by 
licitation  to  him  and  his  wife. 

It  follows  from  this  statement  that  the  claims  of  the  Appellants 
would  be  preferable  to  that  of  the  Bespondent,  unless  it  can  be 
shewn  that,  by  force  of  the  French  law  relating  to  "  inscription," 
the  Appellants  have  lost  their  priority,  and  their  claims  have  be- 
come such  as  must  now  be  postponed  to  that  of  the  BespondenL 

The  three  material  Articles  in  the  CivU  Code  relating  to  ''  in- 
scription" are  the  2108th,  the  2109th,  and  the  2148th.  It  may 
be  necessary  hereafter  to  consider  more  particularly  their  terms. 
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At  present  it  is  sufficient  to  state  their  general  effect    The  object       J.  0. 
of  the  first  is  to  preserve  and  record  the  privilege  of  an  ordinary       1875 
vendor,  which  it  does  by  providing  that  the  transcription  of  the    oqustaux 
purchaser's  instrument  of  title  shall,  in  so  far  as  it  shews  that  the   Hiwirnoir 
whole  or  part  of  the  purchase*money  is  unpaid,  operate  as  an  in-       — 
scription  of  the  vendor's  privilege  or  lien ;  but  that  the  Begistrar 
{the  ^  OonKTvaiefwr  cPHypoiheqiies ")  shall  nevertheless  make  ex 
officio  upon  faJs  register  an  inscription  of  the  charge  resulting  £rom 
the  conveyance  in  £Gtvour  of  the  vendor,  who  may  also,  in  order  to 
secure  such  inscription,  cause  the  conveyance  to  be  transcribed,  if 
it  has  not  been  transcribed,  at  the  instance  of  the  purchaser.    The 
object  of  the  second  of  these  Articles  is  to  preserve  the  privilege 
of  co-heirs,  or  of  such  other  co-proprietors,  as  are  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  ^  eopartageanis.'^     And  the  object  of  the  last  is 
to  prescribe  the  mode  of  effecting  the  inscription  by  a  creditor 
entitled  to  an  ordinary  hypoHieque  of  such  hypotheque. 

The  debts  in  respect  of  which  the  Respondent  claims  were  all 
4aly ''inscribed"  as  hypoOi^uea  under  tiiis  2148th  Article,  the 
earliest  of  such  inscriptions  being  dated  the  23rd  of  October,  1860, 
4ind  he  may  be  taken  to  have  thus  acquired  a  valid  charge  on  the 
fund,  which  is  entitled  to  priority  over  all  other  charges  by  way  of 
mere  hypoOhkg[ue,  that  were  not  duly  inscribed  before  that  date. 

The  inscription  upon  which  the  Appellants  rely  is  that  of  the 
2l8t  of  April,  1860.  It  purports  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  an  in- 
scription taken  ex  officio  on  behalf  of  all  the  oo-lidtants,  including 
Nicolas  Churtaux  and  his  wife,  and  also  Bohert  Brenan^  either  as 
actual  co-proprietor,  or  as  one  who  had  inscribed  his  privilege  as 
unpaid  vendor  against  Nicolas  Courtaux  as  the  purchaser  of  his 
share ;  it  refers  to  the  memorandum  of  adjudication  made  before 
the  Master  on  the  3rd  of  May,  1859  (which  contains  all  the  pro- 
ceedings relating  to  the  sale  by  licitation) ;  it  sets  out  the  fifth  of 
the  conditions  of  sale ;  and  it  records  a  privilege  apparently  in 
favour  of  the  whole  body  of  co-licitants,  treating  them  as  unpaid 
vendors  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  unpaid  purchase-money, 
viz.,  f  230,000.  Looking  at  the  document  itself,  and  to  the  evi- 
dence of  the  officer  as  taken  before  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  their  Lordships  have  no  doubt  that  this  inscription  was, 
in  &jQtf  made  by  him  ex  officio  as  the  legal  consequence  of  the 
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J-  GL       transcriptioii  of  the  memorandam  of  adjudication  (the  ''  title"  of 

1875       the  purchaser),  and  under  the  2108th  Article  of  the  Civil  Code. 

CouBTAxix        In  this  state  of  things  the  Bespondent  contends  that  the  oo- 

HiwmoK.    UcitantSy  the  estate  haying,  on  the  sale  of  May,  1859,  been  adjudged 

—       to  two  of  them,  had  not  the  privilege  of  ordinary  yendors,  but  at 

most  that  of  ^^  eoTUriiiers^  or  **  eopartageants^  which,  under  the 

2109th  Article,  they  were  bound  to  inscribe  within  sixty  days ; 

and  further,  that  the  inscription  of  the  21st  of  April,  1860,  was 

but  the  record  of  a  priyilege  which  did  not  exist,  and  cannot  avail 

for  any  other  purpose. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants^ 
that  the  transaction  of  May,  1859,  is  to  be  deemed  a  sale  which 
gave  to  the  co-licitants  the  ordinary  privilege  of  unpaid  vendors ; 
but  that  even  if  this  be  not  so,  and  the  co-licitants  are  to  be 
regarded  only  as  *^ eopartagearUs'*  who  failed  to  inscribe  their 
privilege  within  the  sixty  days,  they,  nevertheless,  under  the 
2113th  Article  of  the  Civil  Cade,  retained  the  rights  of  creditors 
by  hypotheque ;  and  that  the  inscription  of  the  21st  of  April,  I860,, 
must  be  taken  to  be  equivalent  to  an  inscription  of  such  legal 
hffpotheque  at  that  date. 

The  Master,  on  the  last  ground,  but  upon  that  only,  decided 
that  the  creditors,  heirs,  and  legatees  of  the  co-licitants  were 
entitled  to  rank  in  the  distribution  of  the  fund  before  the  personal 
creditors  of  the  purchasers,  NicotoB  Courtaux  and  wife.  But  the 
Supreme  Court  overruled  his  fibding,  holding  that  the  inscription 
of  the  21st  of  April,  1860,  was  of  no  effect 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  by  their  Lordships  is,  what 
was  the  true  character  of  the  transaction  of  May,  1859.  Was  it 
a  sale  which  gave  to  the  co-licitants  the  privilege  of  ordinary 
vendors,  or  was  it  such  a  licitation  as  gave  to  them  no  higher 
privilege  than  that  of  **  eopartaffeants/*  which  they  were  bound  to 
inscribe  within  sixty  days,  under  Art  2109,  Civil  Code  1 

Beiore  considering  the  Articles  of  the  Code  which  are  supposed 
to  bear  upon  this  subject,  and  in  particular  the  scope  and  operation 
of  the  883rd  Article,  their  Lordships  think  it  will  be  advisable 
shortly  to  examine  how  far  the  principle  for  which  the  Bespondent 
contends  was  adopted  and  enforced  in  the  ancient  jorisprudence  of 
FrcoMe^  to  which  such  frequent  recourse  is  had  by  the  modem 
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commentators  of  the  Code  for  the  correct  interpretation  of  its        J.  C. 
Articles.  1875 

It  will  be  seen,  by  reference  to  Pothier^  Traite  de  Venie,  pariie  oouetaux 

YIL,  Arts.  6  and  7.  and  other  authorities,  that  the  law  of  France  „    ^' 

rlEWBXSOK. 

differed  from  the  Boman  law  in  its  view  of  the  nature  and  effect  — * 
of  a  partition.  The  Boman  jurists  considered  it  to  be  a  species  of 
exchange,  iuTolving,  like  an  exchange  between  strangers,  many  of 
i;he  consequences  of  a  sale,  and  notably  this,  viz.,  that  a  creditor 
of  one  of  the  co-proprietors  would  retain  upon  the  shares  of  all 
after  division  any  charge  by  way  of  ^*  hypotfieque "  that  had  been 
created  by  his  debtor  before  the  division. 

The  doctrine  of  the  old  French  law  was,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  a  partition  had  no  relation  either  to  the  contract  of  exchange, 
•or  to  the  contract  of  sale ;  that  it  was  not  in  the  nature  of  a 
purchase-deed  {^Uiire  d'aoquiaitum'*)  but  only  had  the  effect  of 
determining  and  limiting  to  certain  subjects  the  indefinite  share 
which,  before  the  partition,  each  co-heir  or  other  co-proprietor  had 
in  the  mass  of  the  property  divided.  According  to  the  distinction 
to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  so  many  French  jurists,  and  in  the 
Code  itself,  the  instrument  of  partition  was  *^un  aete  diclarcUif" 
not  **  un  ade  iranalatif  de  prapriete,**^ 

Pothier  also  shews  that  the  consequences  of  a  partition  differed 
in  various  other  particulars,  besides  that  relating  to  incumbrances, 
which  has  been  already  mentioned,  from  those  of  a  sale  or  ex- 
change; as,  for  instance,  in  the  warranties  resulting  from  the 
respective  contracts,  and  in  the  right  of  rescission.  And  although 
he  mentions  that  it  was  ruled  by  the  Custom  of  Orleans  that  the 
property  divided  was  not,  by  reason  of  the  partition,  subject  to 
feudal  dues,  he  treats  that  exemption  as  a  consequence  of  the 
established  distinction  between  a  partition  and  the  other  contracts ; 
and  not,  as  it  was  put  in  the  argument^  the  result  of  a  mere  fiction 
of  law,  devised  originally  in  order  to  evade  such  dues,  and  after- 
wards adopted  as  an  established  principle  of  French  law. 

It  was,  however,  one  thing,  as  Demohmbe  observes  {"  Traite  dee 
Sueeeeeions,*'  vol.  iii.  p.  291)  to  give  this  effect  to  a  partition  in 
kind,  and  another  to  give  it  to  a  licitation  which  has  so  many  of 
the  characteristics  of  a  sale;  and  which,  when  strangers  are 
Emitted  to  bid,  may  always  result  in  an  ordinary  sale. 


V, 

Hewxeboh. 


422  CASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  [L  B- 

J.  0.  '  PoOner,  howeyer,  in  the  7th  Article  aboye  referred  to>  shews 
1875  that  this  was  so  under  the  old  law.  After  defining  licitation,  he 
CouBTAYTz  ^7%  "Lorspte  o'e$t  Tun  des  echirUierz  ou  eoprapiriHavreB  enire 
leiqueb  la  lioikUion  aefait,  qui  est  adjudieatairef  la  UoUaiion^  quoi- 
qu'eUe  aU  rapparenee  d'un  eantral  de  wnie^  West  pas  nSauMfunns 
eonirat  de  vents.  OeUe  lieitation  timl  lieu  de  partagey  et  n'&t  atOre 
chose,  de  meme  que  le  partage,  qu^un  ode  disscluHf  de  eommunauU. 
Andy  after  applying  this  to  co-heirs,  he  proceeds:  **Ilen€stde 
meme  des  autres  eopropriHaires.  Lorsque  plusieurs  UgataireSy  ou 
plusieurs  aequereurs,  lieiient  entre  eux  un  heritage  qui  leur  a  iU 
Ugu6  en  eommun,  ou  qu*ils  ont  aequis  en  eommun,  cdui  Centre  ewe 
qui  s'en  rend  adjudicatairs,  est  eeneS  avoir  M  direetement  Ugaiaire 
Ofu  acquirewr  du  total  de  VhMtage,  d  la  charge  seulement  de  fairs 
raison  d  ses  coUgaiaires  ou  coaequirefwrs  ds  leur  part  danslepm 
auqud  ThMiage  eerait  portS  par  lieitation  qui  en  eeraitfaHe  entre 
eu^" 

It  is  impossible  to  read  these  two  chapters  in  Pothier  without 
coming  to  the  conclusion  that»  according  to  the  old  law  of  France, 
a  partition  was  treated  as  a  transaction  perfectly  distinct  in  its 
nature  and  consequences  from  a  sale  or  exchange,  and  that  a  Ucl-^ 
tation  had  in  order  to  a  partition,  if  the  property  was  purchased  by 
a  co-licitanty  and  not  by  a  stranger,  was  treated  as  only  a  step 
towards  a  partition,  and  inyolved  the  same  consequences. 

When,  therefore,  the  Code  enjoins,  as  in  Arts.  1686  to  1688, 
that  a  subject  which  cannot  be  conyenientiy  diyided  in  kind 
among  **eopropriitaires"  shall  be  dealt  with  by  lieitation,  a 
strong  presumption  arises  that  it  was  not  intended,  unless  the 
intention  were  expressed^  to  change  the  old  law  of  lieitation,  and 
still  less  to  change  the  law  as  to  some,  but  not  as  to  all,  classes  of 
eo-licitants. 

The  difficulty  no  doubt  arises  from  the  terms  of  the  888rd 
Article,  and  its  place  in  the  CivU  Code.  These,  if  considered 
alone,  might  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  both  the  article  and  the 
principle  which  it  embodies  were  intended  to  be  applied  only  to 
the  co-heirs  entitled  to  share  in  the  succession  of  one  naturally  or 
ciyilly  dead.  That  they  haye,  howeyer,  a  more  general  applica- 
tion, is  shewn  by  the  1476th  and  1872nd  Articles  of  the  Code, 
which  expressly  extend  their  operation,  the  first  to  spouses  liying 
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in  community,  the  lost  to  whatever  classes  may  be  comprehended       j.  o. 

in  the  tenn  *'  owoetft."  1375 

It  was  argued  that  the  expression  of  these  two  classes  implies    col^^jx 

the  exclusion  of  all  other  eopropriHaires.    The  ar^ment  would         «• 

ITkwetson 
be  of  weight  if  the  whole  French  law  were  to  be  taken  to  be       — 

expressed  in  the  Code,  and  if  we  were  bound  to  apply  the  English 
rules  of  construction  to  what  is  so  expressed.  But  it  is  impossible 
to  read  the  yoluminous  commentaries  on  the  Code,  which  haye 
proceeded  from  authors  of  the  highest  authority,  without  seeing 
that  this  is  not  the  view  taken  of  their  law  by  French  jurists. 
M.  Demdombe^  in  commenting  upon  the  883rd  Article  ('' Succes- 
sions'' Yol.  iii  p.  332),  argues  from  the  very  Articles  above-mentioned 
that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  those  who  framed  the  Code  to  depart 
from  the  old  law  relating  to  partition  and  licitation  as  a  step  to 
partition,  and  in  favour  of  the  conclusion  at  which  he  finally 
arrives,  viz.,  that  the  rule  of  declarative  partition  recognised  by 
the  883rd  Article  in  the  case  of  the  partition  of  a  succession,  is 
applicable  to  the  partition  ^  de  Umte  univenalUe^  qudle  que  toil  la 
cause  de  Tindimmn/*  and  even  to  the  partition  ^*  dee  ehosee  ringvr 
Keres,  et  individiiellement  eoimdMes" 

This  conclusion  is  supported  by  other  authorities,  as,  for 
instance,  by  the  22nd  note  on  Art  883  in  8iretf*s  Supplement, 
which  says :  '*  La  fiction  de  TArtide  883  fCett  pas  ewdueivemenf 
applicMe  aueas  de  partage  ou  lieitcUion  entre  eoMritiers ;  die  est 
SgaJement  applicable  au  caa  de  partage  ou  lioitaUon  entre  simples 
eommunisteSy*  and  refers  to  various  decisions  in  support  of  that 
proposition* 

It  was,  however,  argued  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  Appel- 
lants that  even  if  Art.  883  be  taken  to  be  applicable  to  classes  of 
^'  cfmmwnides^  other  than  those  to  whom  it  is  expressly  made 
applicable  by  the  Code,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  applicable  to  such 
only  as  hold  their  undivided  property  *'d*t*»  iitre  eommwnf  and 
that  the  co-proprietors  of  the  B,iche  Bois  domain  did  not  fall 
within  that  category. 

This  argument,  which  seems  to  admit  that  Art.  883,  OivU  Code, 
is  primd  facie  applicable  to  all  whose  property  can  be  the  subject 
of  licitation  under  Arts.  1686-1688,  Civil  Code  ;  imports  an  excep- 
tidh  to  the  rule  which  is  not  expressed  by  the  Code. 
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J,  c.  The  aathority  chiefly  relied  upon  in  Bupport  of  the  argument 

1875        was  the  case  decided  at  Douai  on  the  2nd  of  May,  184S,  and  re- 
CoTOTAcx    ported  in  Dallas,  Jur.  1849,  partie  2,  p.  184. 
_    ^-  The  facts  of  that  case  were  the  following :— The  widow  CaWeux 

and  her  children  were  nndivided  proprietors  of  the  domam  of 

MaurieZf  which  in  1814  was  sold  to  one  Pannier. 

One  of  Madame  Oa/^eux*8  children,  ^tienne,  had  several  daughters, 
who,  as  the  representatives  of  their  deceased  mother,  had  acquired 
a  charge  by  way  of  hypaiKeque  on  his  share. 

Another  of  her  children  was  a  Madame  Le  Fran^ots^  who  was 
not  a  party  to  the  sale,  but  whose  ratification  of  it  the  other  ven- 
dors undertook  to  procure.  But  for  this  circumstance  it  would 
have  been  impossible  to  argue  that  the  transaction  of  1814  was 
anything  but  a  sale  to  Pannier,  a  stranger. 

In  1831  tHenne,  as  the  heir  of  Madame  Le  FranfM,  ratified  on 
her  part  the  transaction  of  1814,  and  this  completed  the  title  of 
Pannier  to  the  whole  estate. 

In  1848  the  daughters  of  titienne  sought  to  recover  their 
debt,  which  had  been  duly  inscribed  as  a  charge  on  their  jhther  s 
share  in  the  estate,  and  as  a  step  thereto  sued  Pannier  for  a  par- 
tition or  lidtation  of  the  property  under  Art  2205,  CivU  Code, 

Pannier  made  several  defaces.  He  contended,  first,  that  the 
transaction  of  1814  was  in  its  nature  and  effect  a  partition  and  not 
a  sale ;  that  he  was,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  ArL  883; 
and  that  the  creditors  of  &ienne  could  not  follow  the  estate  in  his 
hands ;  secondly,  that  even  if  the  transaction  of  1814  was  in  its 
nature  a  sale,  yet  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  ratified  by  the  heir  of 
Madame  Le  Francois  until  1831,  there  existed  indivision  between 
him  and  her  from  1814  to  1831,  and  that  consequently  the  ratifi- 
cation had  the  effect  of  a  partition  between  eommimides  giving 
him,  if  he  had  it  not  before,  the  benefit  of  Art.  883 ;  and  thirdly, 
that  the  action  under  Art.  2205,  would  not  lie;  that  Article 
applying  only  to  a  case  of  indivision  between  co-heirs,  and  not  to 
that  of  indivision  between  proprietors  holding  by  different  titles; 
and  the  proper  remedy  of  the  Phdutifi,  if  they  had  any  rights 
against  him,  being  by  seizure,  and  not  by  a  demand  for  partition. 

The  Courts  rejected  the  first  defence  on  the  following  ground : — 
''  Attendu  que  powr  qu*il  y  aU  Ueu  a  rapplieation  de  T Article  883 
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etUrs  assoeiis,  eomme  erUre  eohMtierB,  et  meme  entre  communisteSy       J.  C. 
Ufavi  que  lea  (usoeih  ou  cammuniUes  tiewnent  leura  droits  cTun  titre        1875 
ou  cFune  arigine  commune  exittant  anUrieurement  a  rciejuieUim  que    cowlux 
fait  Tun  d'eux  de  la  pari  indiviee  de  son  eopropriitaire,  que  ee 
fied  que  dans  eeoaaque  la  fiction  ctiie  par  F Article  883  doit  avoir 
effet"    And  they  applied  this  principle  by  shewing  that  Pannier, 
before  the  transaction  of  1814,  had  no  right  in  the  property,  either 
as  co-heir,  as  partner  (assoeii),  or  communist,  bat  was  only  a  third 
party  purchasing;  and  that  his  contract  could  not  be  said  to 
oause  a  state  of  indiyision  to  cease,  inasmuch  as  no  such  state 
existed  between  him  and  his  vendors. 

The  decision  on  the  second  defence  was,  that  the  ratification  of 
1831  must  also  be  treated  as  a  sale ;  that  the  portion  of  the  estate 
which  Pannier  already  held  he  held  as  vendee,  and  not  by  the 
same  title  as  the  heir  of  Madame  Le  Franfois.  And  the  judgment 
added  this  further  reason,  ^^AUendu,  en  outre,  qu'U  est  de  prineipe 
que  V acquisition  fdiie  par  un  tiers  deja  acquirewr  de  plusieurs  parts, 
de  la  demiere  part  d!un  immevble^  quoique  faieant  cesser,  Tindivision 
n'est  pas  considSrie  eomme  un  aote  iquivalent  a  partage,  et  Tie  doit 
pas  par  consequent  reeevoir  Vappiieaiion  de  VArtide  883." 

Upon  the  third  point  the  Court  held  that  the  creditors  were 
entitled  under  the  2205th  Article,  to  call  upon  Pannier  to  ascer- 
tain by  partition  or  licitation  their  father's  share,  on  which  their 
charge  existed.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  how  far  this  ruling 
was  consistent  with  what  had  been  laid  down  as  to  the  two  other 
points.  But  one  passage  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  supports 
what  has  been  said  above  as  to  the  latitude  with  which  the  articles 
of  the  CivU  Code  are  interpreted  and  applied  by  the  French  Courts 
and  jurists.  It  is,  ''Aitendu  que  T Article  2205  du  Code  Citfil  est 
aussi  applicable  au  oommuniste  que  Test  V Article  883  du  meme  Code, 
aucun  article  de  ce  Code  n'ayant  de  dispositions  spiciales  sur  la 
question  qu'il  iagitr 

The  "  ree  deeisa "  in  the  case  just  stated,  certainly  does  not 
govern  the  present.  It  was  merely  that  the  state  of  indivision 
must  exist  between  the  acquirer  and  those  from  whom  he  acquires 
the  property  before  the  date  of  the  acquisition ;  and  further  that 
the  ratification  was  but  the  completion  of  the  former  transaction  of 
sale,  not  a  new  transaction  in  the  nature  of  partition* 
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L.  C.  The  domain  of  Biohe  Baia,  thongh  consisting  of  different  paiceK 

1875  had  before  1866  been  consolidated  as  one  sabject  It  ha£fi  ihrongh- 
CouBTAux  ^^^  ^b^  proceedings,  been  treated  as  one  sabject  held  in  certain 
undivided  shares  by  the  eommunistes  or  co-proprietors,  and  as  sach 
to  be  the  proper  sabject  of  partition  by  licitation.  The  parties 
were  ascertained,  their  shares  were  defined,  and  they  held  the 
whole  subject  according  to  their  shares  in  a  state  of  community  or 
indivision.  It  does  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  that  there  is 
any  authority  for  holding  that  the  licitation  was  in  itself  improper, 
or  that  it  did  not  inyolye  the  ordinary  consequences  of  a  licitation 
with  a  yiew  to  a  partition  and  the  cesser  of  the  indivision,  because 
the  different  parcels  of  which  the  subject  was  composed  were  ori- 
ginally acquired  by  the  co-proprietors  under  titles  that  cannot  be 
traced  to  one  common  origin. 

Another  class  of  cases  cited,  as,  for  example,  the  two  in  Ddlhe, 
Jur.  1845,  pp.  876  and  S77,  only  shew  that  even  amongst  co-heirs, 
and,  dfarHori,  amongst  other  co-proprietors,  there  may  be  oessioDS 
intended  to  take  effect  as  sales,  and  not  as  partitions,  and  that 
when  this  intention  is  clearly  shewn,  the  Court  will  give  effect  to 
such  transactions  as  sales,  involving  all  the  consequences  of  a  sale. 
One,  and  the  principal  criterion,  for  determining  whether  a  parti- 
cular act  is  to  be  treated  as  a  sale  or  as  a  partition,  seems  to  be  this, 
viz. — ^is  its  object  to  cause  the  state  of  indivision  to  cease  ?  In  the 
present  case  all  the  proceedings  were  taken  with  that  object^  and 
that  object  alone. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the 
preponderance  of  the  French  authorities  is  in  favour  of  the  con- 
clusion to  which  both  the  Master  and  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Mauriiius  have  come  in  this  case,  viz. :  that  the  repre- 
sentatives of  AttffUsU  PeyrM  and  wife  and  other  co-licitants,  were 
within  the  principle  of  Art  883  of  the  Civil  Oode,  and  consequently 
were  not  vendors  but  eopartoffeatUs,  having  only  the  privilege 
which  they  were  bound  under  Art.  2109  to  inscribe  within  sixty 
days. 

From  this  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  privilege  was  lost  by 
the  omission  to  inscribe  it  within  the  time  prescribed ;  that^  to  use 
the  phrase  of  M.  Pani,  it  has  'Regenerated'*  into  an  ht/patJ^e^^ 
and  the  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  inscription  of  the 
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2l8t  of  April,  1860,  was  tantamount  to  an  inscription  of  an  hypch       j.  C. 
ihejue  nnder  Ari;.  2148,  Oiml  Code.  1875 

In  order  to  try  this  qnestion,  it  may  be  well  to  re-state  shortly  ooubtIux 
the  relative  positions  of  the  Appellants  and  the  Respondent. 
After  the  sale  by  licitation  the  Appellants]  might  have  inscribed 
sach  debts  as  they  could  claim  against  M.  Oouriaux  personally  as 
charges  upon  the  whole  estate  in  his  hands.  They  might  also 
hare  inscribed  such  as  they  conld  daim  against  the  estate  of 
Pmfra$  as  charges  upon  what  might  be  coming  to  that  estate. 
They  seem  to  haye  made  directly  no  such  inscriptions,  certainly 
none  before  those  of  the  creditors  of  Oourtams  who  are  represented 
by  the  Bespondent.  Considered,  then,  as  creditors  of  Oaurtaux,  they 
have  clearly  lost  their  priority  over  the  Bespondent.  They  oan 
only  assert  priority  over  him  in  respect  of  the  fond  in  question  by 
showing  tirnt  the  representatives  of  Peyras  have  duly  inscribed  a 
legal  hypdhieqm  upcm  it  for  their  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  first 
sale,  to  the  benefit  of  which  they,  standing  by  subrogation  in  their 
debtor^s  shoes,  are  entitled. 

The  e«  officio  inscription  of  the  21st  of  April,  1860,  would  give 
notice  to  aU  who  might  search  the  BegiBter  of  Inscriptions  that  the 
whole  sale  price  remained  unpaid,  and  remained  in  the  hands  of 
the  purchaser.  As  mere  notice  to  a£fect  the  consciences  of  persons 
about  to  advance  money  to  Nicolas  Caurtaws  this  might  have  been 
sufficient;  for  they  could  hardly  fail  to  infer  that  the  particular 
share,  for  which  each  copartiiffeant  woidd  have  a  privilege  if  he 
had  duly  inscribed  it  within  sixty  days,  and  for  which  he  still  had 
a  right  of  hyfotheque^  was  due  to  him. 

The  question,  however,  is  not  whether  there  was  what  a  Oourt 
of  Equity  in  this  country  would  account  notice ;  it  is  one  of  priority 
according  to  the  provisions  of  positive  law.  If  the  law,  in  order  to 
enforce  the  principle  of  publicity,  has  said  that  he  who  is  first  to 
inscribe  his  charge  shall  defeat,  or  obtain  a  preference  over,  a  prior 
creditor  of  whose  claim  he  may  be  aware,  we  cannot  deprive  him 
of  the  legal  fruits  of  his  greater  diligence.  That  the  French  law 
is  as  above  stated,  seems  to  result  from  the  letter  of  Arts.  2113 
and  2114,  OivU  Code  ;  and  is  positively  laid  down  by  M.  Trofbngy 
*Traii6  dea  PriviUgeslel  Hypotheque^^  torn.  ii.  p.  346,  and  other 
authorities.    The  only  question,  then,  to  be  determined  in  such  a 
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J.  0.        case  IB,  whether  the  prior  creditor,  in  this  instance  the  repre- 
1S75       sentatives  of  PeyraSy  has  done  that  which,  in  law,  is  tantamount  to 
CorOTltx    a  prior  inscription. 

The  objections  taken  to  the  inscription  of  the  21st  of  April, 
1860,  as  a  valid  inscription  of  the  hypoihijue  of  the  heirs  of  Pm/ras 
are — 

1st.  That  it  was  made  not  at  the  instance  of  the  creditors,  or  of 
any  person  on  their  behalf,  bnt  by  the  Conservator  of  Mortgages, 
acting  ex  officio  nnder  the  provisions  of  Art  2108,  CHvU  Oode. 

2nd.  That  it  does  not,  either  literally  or  substantially,  satisfy 
the  conditions  of  an  inscription  of  an  htfpoffieque  nnder  Art. 
2148,  or  comply  [with  the  essential  formalities  required  by  that 
Article. 

Upon  the  first  point  there  is  some  conflict  of  authority.  The 
case  decided  by  the  Court  of  PoUiers,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1831, 
31  DdBoz,  parlie  2,  p.  189,  would,  if  it  stood  alone,  be  oondnsivc 
against  the  Appellants.  In  that  case  the  deed  of  sale  contained 
a  special  stipulation,  whereby  the  purchaser  gave  to  the  vendors 
an  hypotheqiie  upon  property  other  than  that  which  was  the  subject 
of  the  sale ;  the  Conservator,  having  transcribed  the  deed,  thought 
it  was  his  duty  to  inscribe  both  the  privilege  for  the  unpaid  par- 
chase-money  and  the  conventional  hypotKejue.  But  the  Court  held 
that  this  inscription,  though  valid  as  to  the  privilege,  was  of  no 
«£fect  as  to  the  hypotJieque,  which  the  creditor  was  bound  to  have 
inscribed  at  the  instance  of  himself,  or  of  some  person  on  his  behalf, 
under  Art.  2148. 

The  Appellants,  however,  rely  on  the  decision  of  the  Cowr  de 
Cassation  of  the  13th  of  July,  1841  (41  DiOloz,  partie  1,  p.  295,  and 
41  Sirey,  partie  1,  p.  731),  in  the  **  Affaire  Chapot*'  which,  being 
the  authority  principally  relied  on  by  the  Master,  deserves  par- 
ticular attention. 

In  that  case'^IafamiUe  Ghoffot'*  sold  to  Manky  and  Wilson  the 
'girants  of  a  trading  firm  known  as  ^^  Ira  Soeiite  Charenton,''  ten 
thirty-second  parts  of  certain  factories  for  1,000,000  francs.  By 
a  subsidiary  arrangement  the  old  company  of  Oharenton  was 
dissolved,  and  a  new  company  formed  under  the  same  name,  into 
which  **  la  famiUe  Chagct "  brought  as  partners  the  remaining 
twenty-two  thirty-second  shares  of  the  factories,  receiving  the 
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equivalent  for  these  twenty-two  thirty-two  shares  in  the  shape  of       J.  0. 
shares  in  the  new  joint  stock  company  of  which  Manleyy  Wilson        1875 
and  another  hecsjne  giranis.    It  was  further  specially  provided    ck>uBTAux 
that,  in  order  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  1^000,000  francs,  the   Hi^^noi,^ 
price  of  the  ten  thirty-second  shares,  the  Ohoffota  should  have  not       — 
merely  the  vendor's  privilege  on  these  shares^  but  an  hypotheqtce 
on  the  entirety  of  the  factories. 

The  Conservator  having  transcribed  the  deeds,  inscribed  ex  officio 
both  the  privilege  and  the  hypoiheque. 

The  Beport  says  expressly  of  this  inscription :  ''  En  meme  temps 
que  le  Conservaieur  prenoit  une  inscripiion  cCoffieepour  la  eoneerva- 
ticn  du  privilege^  U  en  prii  une  autre  igalement  cPoffioe  pour  la  con- 
servation de  Thypdthejue.  Cette  inscription  avec  ileetion  de  domicile 
ehez  Favoui  de  la  famiUe  mentionnoU  en  outre  de  qud  aete  eUe  itoit 
prise,  au profit  de  qui,  et  sur  quels  Hens" 

The  company  was  unsuccessful,  its  property  was  seized  and  sold ; 
and  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  became 
the  subject  of  adjudication. 

**La  famiOe  Ohagot"  appears  to  have  claimed  a  vendor's  privi- 
lege for  the  1,000,000  francs  upon  the  whole  property ;  but  failing 
that,  a  vendor's  privilege  upon  ton  thirty-second  parts  of  the  fund, 
and  an  ''  hypolheque  "  on  the  whole. 

The  Court  of  First  Instance  allowed  the  first  daim,  but  this  was 
set  rights  on  appeal  by  the  Court  of  Dijon,  whose  decision  was 
afterwards  a£Srmed  by  the  Cour  de  Cassation;  and  it  was  finally 
held  that  the  family  had  the  privilege  only  in  respect  of  the  ten- 
thirty-scond  parts,  but  a  valid  hypotheque  on  the  whole  property ; 
and  that  the  inscription  of  the  latter,  though  made  by  the  con- 
servator ex  officio,  was  good. 

It  is  desirable  to  see  what  was  the  ^  ratio  decidendi/'  One  of 
the  **  eonsidSrants"  of  the  Court  of  Difon  is  to  this  effect :  '*  Con- 
sidirant  que  Ton  voii  que  Tinscription  eritiquee  est  prise  pour  un 
droit  d/hypothequey  dc.  dc. ;  qu'ainsi  cette  inscription  retatant  non 
pas  un  privilege  mais  une  hypoihhque  spSdale,  et  contenant  suffisam- 
ment  toutes  les  conditions  de  la  loi,  doit  etre  dSdarSe  valahle*' 

The  judgment  of  the  Covr  de  Cassation  has  this  statement : 
"AUendu  que  Tinscription  du  25  Septembre  1826,  prise  pourun 
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J.  a       draii  cPhypotkeque  a/vec  SUction  de  domieUe  turn  ehex  U  eonservaieuir, 

1876       mats  chez  TavouS  des  crianeien  swr  la  ialdUU  dee  immeMes  ]de 

CouBTAuz  '  O^'^^^^t  A<^  dSsiffnatian  que  ees  immeublea  ont  He  hypothSqaii  a  h 

jt'^'         criance  inscriie,  a  ea  ividemment  pour  hui  de  eomerver  dans  Tin- 

—    '   tiret  de  la  famiHe  Chagd  Fhypoikejue  qui  lui  avaii  He  eonstUuie 

dans  TActe  du  11  et  12  Jvin  1826,  pour  surete  du  paiemeni  du 

mtllian  qui  lui  Hail  dUpar  Taneienne  SociiU  de  CharenfonJ* 

Its  reason  for  affirming  the  poVer  of  the  Conservator  to  make 
the  inscription  was  thus  expressed :  ^*  Seeing  that  although  Art 
2108  of  the  Civil  Code  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  Conservator  to  in- 
scribe the  privilege  resulting  from  the  transcription  of  the  con- 
tracty  the  Code  nowhere  forbids  him  to  inscribe,  without  having 
been  required  to  do  so,  a  conventional  mortgage  in  the  interest  of 
another;  and  that  Art.  2148  of  the  Ciml  Code  admits  that  this 
may  be  done  by  any  third  person,  and  does  not  require  him  to 
have  a  mandate."  It  also  proceeded  in  part  on  the  ratification  by 
the  creditor. 

It  is  obvious  that  if  this  decision  is  to  be  taken  as  overruling,  or 
even  of  higher  authority  than  that  of  the  Court  of  PoUiers^  it  falls 
far  short  of  what  is  required  to  support  the^ppellants*  contention. 
In  both  cases  the  Conservator  had  avowedly  and  designedly 
inscribed  a  right  of  hypotkeque  as  such.  In  the  latter  case  he  had 
made  his  intention  more  manifest  by  expressly  conforming  to  one 
of  the  formalities  prescribed  by  Art  2148  of  the  C'mZ  Code,  viz., 
the  election  of  domicile  by  the  creditor. 

In  the  case  before  us  there  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  he  in- 
tended to  inscribe  the  hypoOieque  of  the  heirs  of  Peyras  for  the 
share  of  Peyras,  He  inscribed  the  supposed  privilege  of  all  the 
co-proprietors  of  the  domain  of  Biche  Bois  as  vendors  for  the  whole 
sale  price.  It  is  not  a  question  whether  his  ex  officio  inscription  of 
an  nnqnestioned  hypotJieque  with  all  the  essential  formalities  of 
registration  is  valid,  but  whether  what  he  did  with  one  purpose  can 
avail  for  another  ;  whether  what  he  did  ex  officio  for  A,,  £.,  and  C, 
as  vendors  can  operate  as  the  inscription  of  B!s  right  of  hypothique 
for  his  particular  share. 

Another  case  relied  upon  by  the  Appellants  was  that  decided  on 
the  4th  of  January,  1854,  by  the  Court  of  Affen.    This  arose  upon 
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a  donation  by  an  instrament,  whereby  the  donor  reserved  for  his       J.  C. 
own  benefit  certain  charges  on  the  property  given.    The  Conser-       1875 
vator,  after  transcribing  the  deed  of  gift,  inscribed  the  charges.   A    ooubtatjx 
question  was  raised  whether  the  donor  had  the  privilege  of  a    hkwtooh 

vendor.    It  was  decided  that  he  had  not ;  but  that,  inasmuch  as       

the  inscription  complied  with  the  substantial  formalities  of  Art 
2148,  it  might  avail  as  an  inscription  of  those  charges  as  hypo- 
ihequea.  It  was  held  there  that  the  election  of  domicUe  is  not  an 
essential  formality.  This  decision  is  in  direct  conflict  with  that  of 
the  Court  of  Nismes,  decided  in  the  following  November  (NauivdU 
Sirey,  1855,  partie  2,  p.  512).  In  that  case  the  question  also  arose 
on  a  donation.  There  is,  moreover,  a  manifest  distinction  between 
both  these  cases  and  the  present,  inasmuch  as  in  both  the  person 
of  the  creditor  and  the  amount  of  the  charge  were  the  same, 
whether  the  inscription  were  that  of  a  vendor's  privilege  or  merely 
of  a  right  of  hypotheque.  The  most  that  can  be  said  of  the  former 
is  that  it  follows  that  of  the  Caur  de  CassaUony  which  affirmed  the 
power  of  the  Conservator  to  act  without  a  mandate. 

M.  Pant,  in  his  Traiti  des  PtUnUge^  et  Hypo&ieqwi^  torn,  i., 
sect.  270,  p.  285,  and  again,  ^om.  ii  sec.  933,  p.  842,  after  com- 
menting on  the  decisions  wliich  are  in  conflict  with  that  of  the 
Court  of  PoUtemy  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  if  they  are  taken 
to  establish  that  the  Conservator  of  Mortgages,  acting  as  a  friend  of 
the  creditor  and  without  mandate,  may  of  his  own  mere  motion 
inscribe  an  hypoiKeque  in  order  to  preserve  the  rights  of  that  cre- 
ditor, they  may  be  supported ;  but  that  if  they  are  to  be  taken  to 
€iffirm  that  the  Conservator  of  Mortgages  has,  virhde  offidif  the 
right  to  act  60  offieioy  and  inscribe  hypotKeques  irrespectively  of  any 
requisition,  the  doctrine  is  one  which  ought  to  be  rejected.  In 
this  state  of  the  authorities,  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  power 
of  the  Conservator  to  inscribe  a  right  of  hypotJibque  ex  offieio  is 
clearly  established. 

It  is  dear,  however,  that  all  the  decisions  in  favour  of  his  power 
assume  that  the  inscription  must  satisfy  the  essential  conditions  of 
an  inscription  under  Art  2148 ;  and  this  brings  us  to  the  conside- 
ration of  the  second  point 

As  to  this,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  observance  of  some  of 
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J.  0.  the  fonnalities  prescribed  by  Art  2148,  is  not  essential  to  the 
1S75  validity  of  an  inscription.  It  seems  to  be  clear  that  the  presenta-- 
CouBTAux  *io^  *o  *h®  Conservator  of  the  two  "  horderaux,*^  or  notes  specified 
in  the  article,  is  one  of  these,  nor  does  it  appear  to  be  essential 
that  the  inscription  should  contain  precisely  all  the  particulars 
which  the  Article  says  are  to  be  specified  in  those  notes  when  pre» 
sented.  But  on  the  question  as  to  what  may  be  safely  omitted, 
there  is  a  considerable  conflict  of  authority.  M.  PorUy  torn.  ii. 
Art  956,  says :  ''  La  doebrine  et  la  jurisprudence  preseniani  lor 
deaeua  un  pek-mele  de  dieisions  au  milieu  desqueHes  Vesprit  le  plus 
aUeniif  ehereherait  en  vain  vn  eysteme  arrHe,  ou  une  regie prSeiie'* 
M.  Tropbng,  torn,  iii  s.  669,  p.  68,  says :  ^  Q^ant  a  la  jurispru^ 
denee,  eUe  est  pieine  d^ineeriUudes/* 

M.  Troplonff  considers  that  (sects.  665,  668,  Us)  the  only  three 
things  which  the  inscription  must  express  are  the  description  of 
the  immovable  which  is  subject  to  the  htfpotheque,  the  person  of 
the  debtor,  and  the  amount  of  the  debt  for  which  the  hypUKequa  is 
claimed.  He  treats  the  description  of  the  creditor,  and  the  date 
of  exigibility  of  the  debt  as  non-essential;  though  there  are 
certainly  many  cases,  including  one  before  the  Cour  de  Cassatumr 
in  which  the  last  was  deemed  essential. 

11.  Pont  (torn,  ii.,  sects.  962  et  seq.^  p.  363),  appears  generally  to 
adopt  the  conclusions  of  M.  Troplong;  treating  the  description  of 
the  creditor  as  a  very  useful  provision,  but  one  made  in  the 
interest  of  him,  rather  than  in  that  of  subsequent  creditors ;  and 
consequently,  that  its  ofuission  does  not  invalidate  the  inscription 
as  against  him.  This  modem  doctrine  of  the  commentators  seems 
to  be  inconsistent  with  earlier  decisions  of  the  Courts,  including 
the  Chwr  de  Cassation. 

In  the  case  decided  at  Agen  on  the  4th  of  January,  1854,  being 
one  of  those  principally  relied  upon  by  the  Appellants,  the  Court, 
dealing  with  this  question  of  essential  and  non-essential  formalities, 
says :  **  Attendu  que  les  unes,  comme  le  nom  du  dffdteur,  la  dSstgna- 
turn  du  ehiffre  de  la  samme,  dbjet  de  FhifpotKeque  cede  de  XivmeMs 
grevi  itaient  teUement  inherentes  a  la  substanee  de  ce  droit,  eonsH- 
tuaient  en  sihaut  degrS  pour  les  tiers  intiressSs  comme  pour  Fins- 
crivant  lui-meme  les  Himents  d!une  manifestation  indispensable,  que 
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iewr  omission  devaii  f  rapper  de  nuUUi  Tinscriptim  qui  la  eonUm^      J.  0. 
draieni^  mais  qu'd  regard  des  aubres  formaliiei**  &c,^  &c.  1875 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  these  questions  touchiiig    oomliix 

•essential  and  non-essential  formalities  have  arisen  in  cases  in  which 

there  has  been  an  actual  attempt  on  the  part  of  a  creditor,  or  of 

«ome  person  acting,  or  presumed  to  act,  on  his  behalf,  to  inscribe 

his  particular  debt.    Here  the  question  is,  whether  an  inscription 

made  alio  intuitu  by  a  public  ofiBcer  can  be  taken  to  be  a  sufiScient 

inscription  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  creditor.    In  such  a  case  it 

seems  to  be  the  more  necessary  that  the  inscription  should  shew 

on  whose  behalf  the  public  o£Scer  was  acting  as  neffotiorum  gestor. 

Accepting,  however,  the  law  as  laid  down  by  MM.  Troplong  and 

PofU  and  in  the  case  last  cited,  to  be  applicable  to  this  case,  can  it 

be  said  that  the  inscription  of  the  21st  of  April,  1860,  expresses 

what  it  is  essential  that  an  inscription  by  the  representatives  of 

Peyras  of  their  hypofheque  should  express  ?    It,  in  fact,  shews  only 

that  the  whole  purchase-money  remained  due  from  NiedoB  Courtaux 

io  those  who  might  be  found  entitled  to  it,  and  claims  for  the 

whole  class  the  privilege  of  vendors.     The  representatives  of 

PeyroB,  if  they  had  inscribed  either  under  Art.  1809,  or  Art  1848, 

could  have  claimed  only  a  privil^e  or  hypotKeque,  as  the  case 

might  be,  for  their  proportion  of  the  purchase-money,  and  were 

bound  to  specify  the  amount  for  which  they  claimed  an  hypo- 

iheque,  ^le  montant  de  la  ereance.**    A  third  party  who  searched 

the  register  in  order  to  know  whether  he  could  safely  advance 

.money  to  M.  CJourtauXy  would  learn  only  that  all  the  co-licitants 

<;laimed  a  vendor^s  privilege  for  the  whole  sum,  which,  if  he  knew 

the  law,  he  would  know  they  could  not  effectually  assert.    It 

would  not  give  him  the  assurance  which  the  law  requires  that  the 

representatives  of  Peyrtu  claimed  an  hypothkque  for  a  definite 

49nm,  part  only  of  the  purchase-money,  which  they  had  perfected 

by  inscription. 

Their  Lordships  have  considered  this  question  with  reference  to 
the  2148th  Article.  The  case  of  De  Beaurepaire  (1)  seems  to 
.assume  that  if  the  representatives  of  Peyras  had  duly  inscribed 
their  privilege  as  eo^rtageants  under  the  2109th  Article,  though 

(1)  Sirey,  1840,  partie  2,  p.  686. 
Vol.  YL  3  2  H 
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J.  a       after  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  daysi  that  inacriptioD,  if  it  com- 

1875       plied  with  tiie  sabfitantial  requisites  of  Art  214S,  would  avail,  as  a 

OouBTAuz    sufficient  inscription  of  an  hypoOihju&.    If  such  an  inscription  had 

^g^^i^^Qg^   been  made  in  this  case,  it  would  probably  have  contained  all  the 

—       particulars  of  an  inscription  under  Art.  2148  which  are  now 

deemed  essential,  and  in  particular  '^  le  montant  de  la  dMeT    But 

no  such  inscription  was  made  in  fact    And  it  is  to  be  obserred 

that  in  respect  of  such  an  inscription  the  difficulty  of  presuming  an 

authority  in  the  Conservator  to  make  it  ex  cffieio  is  greater  than  it 

IS  in  respect  of  one  made  under  Art  2148.    The  words  of  the 

2109th  Article  are,  '*par  rin9(mption  faUe  a  sa  diligence;"  the 

words  of  the  2148th  Article  are,  ''aott  jxsr  hA-meme^  aoit  par  un 

tiers;''  and  the  decisions  in  favour  of  the  Conservator's  power  to^ 

inscribe  an  hyfoiHeqw  without  a  mandate  proceed  very  much 

upon  the  latitude  of  the.  expression,  **9oUpar  un  tiers.'* 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  their  Lordships,  after  anxiously  con- 
sidering the  arguments  of  counsel  and  the  authorities  cited,  hare 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judgment  of  the  High  Court  of 
MawrUius  in  refusing  to  give  to  the  inscription  of  the  2l8t  of 
April,  1860,  the  character  and  effect  of  an  inscription  of  the  hyp(h 
iheque  to  which  the  representatives  of  P^yros  were  entitled^  cannot 
be  successfully  impeached.  And  they  must,  accordingly,  advise 
Her  Majesty  to  affirm  that  judgment,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal 
with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  JohnBon,  Upton,  dt  BudJL 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent:  Messrs.  Kynastan  &  GasjueL 
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ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  ARCHES  COURT  OP  CANTERBURY. 


THE   VERT   REVEEEND   ARCHIBALD  )  ^  „^-. 
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Juriadietion  of  BMop  as  Ordinary — Power  of  the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese  over  ihs 
Fabric  of  the  Caihedrdl  Church  </ Exeier^Beredos. 

Upon  a  reredofl  erected  for  poxpose  of  decoratioii  in  Exehr  (kUhedrcd  by 
the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Eweier  were  acolptnred  lepresentations  in  high  relief 
of  the  Aeceneion,  the  TranafiguiatioD,  and  the  Descent  of  the  Holy  Ghost  on 
the  Day  of  Penteoost|  with  figures  of  the  Apostles  delineated  as  forming  part 
of  the  connected  representation  of  the  historical  subject.  On  each  side  of 
the  reredos,  as  finials  to  its  architectural  form,  was  a  separate  figure  of  an 
angeL 

The  Bishop  of  Exekr^  at  a  yisitation  of  the  cathedral  of  the  dean  and 
chapter,  held  the  structure  to  be  illegal,  and  ordered  it  to  be  removed : — 

Edd  (by  the  Pdvy  Council,  reversing  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Arches), 
that  although  the  bii^op,  as  ordinary,  in  the  ezerdse  of  his  visitatoiial  power 
over  the  cathedral  church  of  Exvter^  cannot  at  his  discretion  order  any 
alteration  in  its  fabric,  it  was  within  his  jurisdiction  to  find  that  the  sculp* 
tnre  had  been  unlawfully  erected,  and  on  that  definite  legal  ground  to  order 
its  removal : 

JSeU,  also^  that  the  structure  was  not  illegal^  and  that  so  mudi  of  the 
decree  of  the  Court^of  Arches  as  reversed  the  order  of  the  bishop  directing 
its  removal  must  be  affirmed. 

IhTS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  official  principal  of  the 
Arches  Conrt  of  Camlerbwry  (Aug.  6, 1874)  in  the  matter  of  an 
appeal  against  a  decision  (April  15, 1874)  of  the  Bishop  of  Esoder 
pronounced  at  a  yisitation  of  the  cathedral  church  of  Exeter.  For 
a  report  of  the  proceedings  at  the  said  visitation  and  in  the  Oourt 
of  Arches,  the  reader  is  referred  to  Law  Rep.  4  A.  &  E.  p.  297. 
The  questions  raised  in  this  appeal  were,  first,  whether  the  bishop 
had  such  jurisdiction  as  was  exercised  in  this  case ;  secondly,  whethear 
his  license  or  consent  was  necessary  before  the  dean  and  chapter 

*  Present :— Loan  Hatbeblxt,  Lobd  Pknzahgb,  Lobd  Selbobns,  Thb  Lobd 
Oribf  Babon  EsuiT,  Bra  Movtaoub  £•  Smztb,  and  Sa  Bobibt  P.  Oollub. 

8  2H2 
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J.  0.       of  the  cathedral  church  of  Exeter  could  make  any  suhstantial 
1875       alteration  in  its  fabric ;  thirdly,  whether  the  reredos  and  the  images 
PhiJ^wttb  thereon  were  illegal. 

V. 

^'  Mr.  W.  F.  PhiUpot^  and  Mr!  B.  Shaw,  for  the  AppeUant 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  W.  0.  Phiaimore,  for  the  Bespondents. 

Mr.  W.  F.  PhtHpotis:— 

Firsty  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  bishop.  It  exists  jure  ordi- 
nario  over  the  fabric  of  the  cathedral.  It  was  claimed  on  the 
other  side  that  the  cathedral  was  the  peculiar  of  the  dean  and 
chapter,  and  that  the  bishop,  though  visitor  of  dean  and  chapter, 
was  only  so  under  statutes.  The  distinction  between  lay  and 
spiritual  corporations  has  for  300  years  been  absolutely  settled 
law.  In  the  former  the  founder  can  do  as  he  pleases,  and  the 
visitor  has  the  powers  assigned  to  him,  and  no  more.  Spiritaal 
corporationSi  which  include  all  incumbents,  &c.,  are  visitable  by 
the  ordinary,  who  has  different  powers  firom  those  which  he  would 
possess  in  visiting  a  college  or  hospital.  It  is  impossible  that  a 
bishop  can  be  visitor  of  any  place  and  that  at  the  same  time  that 
place  should  be  the  peculiar  of  some  other  authority :  see  Parham 
V.  Templar  (1) ;  Johnson  v.  Ley  (2).  He  referred  to  the  First 
Beport  of  the  Cathedral  Commissioners,  1852,  to  the  answers  of 
the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Exeter  at  p.  183  as  to  the  constitution  of 
the  chapter,  p.  193  as  to.  the  bishop's  jurisdiction  as  visitor,  and  as 
to  the  relation  of  the  chapter  to  the  bishop  of  the  diocese.  See 
also  the  form  of  mandate  used  on  visitation  of  the  cathedral  as 
appeared  at  the  visitation  by  Bishop  Lamphuffh,  in  1678.  The 
dean,  it  appears,  had  archidiaconal  jurisdiction  in  the  close  sub- 
ject to  the  bishop.  Here  the  dean  and  chapter  is  a  corporation, 
and  a  question  is  raised  by  a  member  of  it ;  and  it  is  impossible 
to  say  that  that  is  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  visitor. 

The  sanction  of  the  bishop  to  any  alteration  by  the  dean  and 
chapter  in  the  fabric  of  the  cathedral  is  as  necessary  as  it  is  in  the 
like  case  of  a  churchwarden  effecting  an  alteration  in  the  fabric 
of  his  church.    For  an  instance  of  such  consent  being  given  he 

'    (1)  3  Phillim.  223.  (2)  Skinner's  Rep.  689. 
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refened  to  the  records  of  the  cathedral,  25th  Angnsti  1638,  on       J.  C. 
the  occasion  of  certain  repairs  by  Archdeacon  Hdyar.    Through-       1875 
out  the  history  of  the  cathedral  all  the  repairs  and  alterations   phtuIpotts 
were  done  by  the  anthority  of  the  bishop.    There  is  no  power  to      j^^ 
add  to  or  to  destroy  any  part  of  the  fabric  without  the  consent  of       . — 
the  bishop ;  it  is  another  matter  whether  a  f&cnlty  is  necessary. 
The  cathedral  is  a  parish  church  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word^ 
and  the  consent  of  the  ordinary  is  necessary  to  any  alteration  in 
the  fabric :  see  WeslerUm  y.  lAdddl  (1). 

As  to  the  illegality  of  the  reredos  and  its  images :  by  the  judg- 
ment of  Sir  H.  Keating  (2)  it  is  established,  first,  that  images  of 
Christ  in  churches  were  prohibited  by  a  proclamation  of  1548,  which 
declared  the  law  of  the  Beformed  Church,  and  was  recognised  as 
valid  in  the  next  year  by  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  10 ;  secondly,  that  the 
statute  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  10,  to  the  effect  that  images  in  churches 
are  illegal,  is  now  in  force.  For  recognition  thereof  by  the  Privy 
Council,  see  Wederton  v.  LiddeU  (3).  The  Homilies,  moreover, 
which  are  set  forth  by  authority,  condemn  in  the  strongest  terms 
images  of  Christ  over  a  communion  table.  The  judgment  appealed 
from  has  gone  behind  the  Beformation,  and  has  attempted  to  re- 
vive the  law  as  to  images  as  it  stood  in  the  reign  of  Henry  Ylll. 
and  Edfcard  YI.,  when ''  use  **  of  images  in  worship  was  permitted, 
and  the  worship  or  abuse  of  images  alone  prohibited. 

The  reformation  in  respect  to  images  was  gradual.  The  Injunc- 
tions of  1547  (Card.  [Ed.  1844],  Doc.  Ann.  vol.  i,  p.  6),  art.  3, 
while  they  order  abused  images  to  be  taken  away,  declare  that  the 
parishioners  are  to  be  taught  that  other  images  in  churches  are  to 
serve  as  a  remembrance  whereby  **  men  may  be  admonished  of  the 
holy  lives  and  conversation  of  them  that  the  same  images  do  repre- 
sent." But  these  Injunctions  cannot  be  taken  to  shew  the  law  of  a 
Beformed  Church,  for  at  the  date  when  they  were  issued  the  Church 
was  in  doctrine  Bomish,  the  Siaiute  of  Six  Articles  was  unrepealed 
(3  Hen.  8,  c  14 ;  35  Hen.  8,  c.  5),  which  enforced,  under  capital 
penalties :  1.  Transubstantiation ;  2.  Communion  in  one  kind ; 
3.  Celibacy  of  the  clergy ;  4.  Vows  of  chastity ;  5.  Private 
masses;  6.  Auricular  confession  to  be  frequented. 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Bep.  p.  14.  (2)  Law  Bep.  4  A.  &  E.  304. 

(8)  Moore*8  Special  Bep.  pp.  160-174. 
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J«  0.  The  Siaiute  ofSw  ArUetle$,  and  all  other  statutes  oonoenuBg 

1S75       religioni  were  repealed  in  November,  1548,  nine  months  after  the 

itexLLsom  iBsae  of  these  Injanctions  (stat  1  Edw.  6,  c.  12),  and  on  the  24th  of 

^^      Febmary  following   a   proclamation  or  mandatnm  was  iasaed 

—       (Gard.  Doa  Ann.  voL  i.,  p.  47),  by  which  all  images  were  ordered 

to  be  removed,  and  special  condemnation  declared  of  images  of 

Christ 

The  Mandatnm  of  1548»  on  the  other  hand,  is  the  first  enact- 
ment or  declaration  of  law  as  to  imi^;es  after  the  law  of  the 
Beformed  Chnrch  had  become  settled,  it  declares  illegal  the  ^'  dead 
images"  inside  chnrches,  ''which  be  things  not  necessary,  and 
withont  which  the  churches  of  Ohrist  continued  most  godly  many 
years.''    It  is  on  this  that  we  especially  rely. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  denies  the  validity  of  this  pro- 
clamation (1).  It  is  dear  that  it  was  recognised  as  valid  by  the 
statute  of  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  o.  10.  It  is  also  dear  that  it  was  acted 
upon :  see  Oranmer^B  Visitation  Articles  of  1548  (Card.  Doc  Ann. 
No.  X.)  in  which  he  inquires  whether  ''oS"  images  have  been 
destroyed ;  while  the  corresponding  Visitation  Artide,  issued  in 
the  previous  year,  upon  the  Injunctions  of  1547,  limits  the  in- 
quiry to '' mtstwd "  images.  As  to8  &4Edw.6,c.  10 — sect  6, by 
excepting  images  '^  set  or  graven "  on  tombs,  shews  that  figures 
in  relief,  as  well  as  single  statues,  were  included  in  the  prohibi- 
tion. The  statute  was  originally  framed  to  apply  to  the  Popish 
books  only,  and  the  induding  images  in  it  was  an  afterthought. 
Accordingly,  in  the  penal  section,  the  penalty  is  not  extended  to 
images,  but  the  earlier  words  of  the  section  include  them.  The 
title  is,  '^  An  Act  for  abolidiing  divers  Books  and  Imoffes"  and  the 
exception  in  the  6th  section  shews  that  the  Legislature  consideied 
that  all  images  were  prohibited  by  the  previous  dauses.  It  is  erro- 
neous to  say  that  the  Act  had  only  a  temporary  purpose  or  effect. 
It  prohibits,  no  doubt,  the  possession  of  Popish  books ;  but  that  is 
impliedly  repealed  by  the  Toleration  Acts.  The  preamble  shews 
that  the  duration  of  the  Act  was  not  limited.  It  says  that  the 
books  ''shall  be  by  authority  of  this  present  Act  clearly  and 
utterly  abolished,  extinguished,  and  forbidden  *far  wer'  to  be 
used  or  kept  within  this  realm."  The  subsequent  legislation  also 
(1)  Law  Bep.  4  A.  Ap  E.  859. 
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shews  that  the  Act  was  never  regarded  as  having  merely  a  tern-       J.  a 
porary  effect    It  was  repealed  by  Mary  (1  Mar.  st  2,  c.  2) ;  it       1875 
was  revived.by  James  I.  (1  Jac.  1,  c.  25,  s.  48),  and  it  was  referred  YEniwm 
to  as  existing  law  in  respect  of  images  in  Sherfidd's  Case  by      ^^ 
BiduLtdsMf  CJ.  (1),  and  by  Laiud  in  his  own  trial  (2).  And  when,       — ' 
in  1863,  the  reviving  statute  of  James  L  was  repealed,  this  statate 
of  Edward  YL  was  excepted  from  the  repeal,  and  still  remains 
law  in  the  statute  book.  See  on  this  point  Weslerton  v.  Lidddl  (3), 
where  it  was  held,  in  reference  to  the  Injunctions  of  1547,  and  the 
Proclamation  of  1548,  ''after  the  most  anxious  consideration," 
that  the  word  ^  images  "  in  these  laws  only  applied  to  figures  of 
persons,  and  therefore,  while  a  cross  was  then  held  not  illegal,  it 
was  at  the  same  time  laid  down  that  a  crucifix,  «.&,  a  cross  plus 
an  image,  was  illegal 

The  judicial  acts  of  the  bishops,  in  the  reign  of  Edward  YI* 
subsequent  to  the  statute,  shew  that  it  was  treated  as  dear  law  that 
all  images  were  prohibited.  Bishop  Ridley^  in  his  Visitation 
Articles  to  the  diocese  of  Lcmdan  in  1550  (Oard.  Doc.  Ann.  No.  XXL, 
[Ed.  1846],  p.  98),  inquires  *'  whether  there  be  any  images  in  your 
church  ?*  So  Bishop  Hooper^  in  his  visitation  of  Ohueester^  aj). 
1551,  inquires,  art  4,  *'  whether  all  imagery  be  clean  taken 
out  of  the  church."  This  is  the  best  eontemporanea  eoopasUio  o£ 
what  the  law  was.  There  is  no  exception  in  them  of  any  image 
put  up  since  the  Proclamation  of  1548,  or  the  Act  of  3  &  4  Edw.  6, 
c.  10,  yet,  according  to  the  Dean  of  Arches,  such  new  images  were 
legaL  There  is  another  document^  issued  in  1549,  by  Cranmer, 
to  which  we  must  refer,  not  only  as  a  earUemporanea  easpositio  of 
what  was  done  under  the  proclamation  of  1548,  but  also  to  shew 
that  the  Dean  of  Arches  has  gone  behind  the  Beformation,  and 
taken  the  law  as  it  stood  in  Bomish  times.  He  quotes  in  his 
judgment  (4),  the  opinion  expressed  by  Archbishop  Cranmer 
:in  1536  and  1637,  when  the  use  of  images  in  religion  was  re- 
cognised. The  answer  of  Cranmer  to  the  Devon  rebels,  in  1549, 
clearly  shews  that  his  views  of  the  law  and  practice  of  the  Church 
at  that  date,  when  the  Beformation  was  settled,  were  entirely 

(1)  State  Trials,  voL  iii.  ooL  543,  (3)  Moore's  Special  Rep. 

.(2)  State  Trials,  vol  ir.  coL  466.  (4)  Law  Rep.  4  A  &  E.  p.  364. 
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J.  0.       clianged :  see  Ornnmer's  Bemaizifl,  Parker  Society,  p.  179.    [Ix)BD 

1875       Selbobns  : — This  cannot  be  received  as  eyidence.    I  cannot  see 

Tnm^am  "^^7  it  should  be  the  [practice  to  receive  in  these  ecclesiastical 

j^^       cases  docnments  as  evidence  which  would  not  be  admitted  in 

—       other  cases.]    This  document  is  tendered  on  three  grounds:*- 

1.  In  answer  to  part  of  the  judgment  appealed  from,  which  relies 

on  Cranmer*8  opinion  expressed  at  a  previous  date.     2.  As  a  eon- 

temporanea  eoeporitio  of  what  was  done  under  the  laws  just  quoted; 

and  3.  Principally  as  an  historical  document,  shewing  facts  of  public 

interesti  and  in  order  to  put  before  the  Court  the  historical  facts, 

a  knowledge  of  which  is  necessary  to  understand  the  subsequent 

legislation ;  and  this  is  legitimatCi  in  the  same  way  as  in  oonstroing 

a  will  it  is  allowable  to  put  the  Court  in  possession  of  the  fitcts 

with  reference  to  which  the  testator  made  his  wilL  [Theib  Lonn* 

SHIPS  consulted,  and  Lobd  Hathebley  intimated  that  the  Court 

could  not  admit  the  document.] 

F^issing  to  the  reign  of  Mary [Lobd  Selbobne  :— We  have 

nothing  to  do  with  her  reign ;  the  statute  of  Edward  YI.,  on  which 
yon  rely,  was  not  then  in  force.] 

The  &ct  with  reference  to  which  the  subsequent  laws  were  made 
was  a  controversy  between  the  Roman  Catholics  and  Reformers  as 
to  images.  The  Roman  Catholics  condemned  the  worship  of 
images,  but  they  insisted  on  the  use  of  them  in  churches  as ''  lay- 
men's books.*'  The  Reformers  condemned  this  use,  and  the  pre- 
sence of  images  in  churches  at  all.  It  is  impossible  to  understand 
the  legislation  unless  we  are  permitted  to  shew  the  facts  to  which  it 
referred.  [Lobd  Pekzakob:— Tou  may  take  it  generally  that 
there  was  a  controversy  about  images,  but  it  is  a  different  ifaiog 
to  claim  to  go  into  the  details  of  the  oontroversy.  When 
you  quote  any  ambiguous  laws  it  may  be  that  you  may  go  into 
the  former  history  to  explain  the  facts  to  whidi  they  refer.] 
In  1559  Queen  Mudhtth  issued  Injunctions  which  expressly 
ordered  the  removal  of  all  ^*  monuments  of  idolatry  and  supersti* 
tion."  The  terms  are  ambiguous ;  in  order  to  shew  that  images 
were  condenmed  under  these  terms  we  must  look  both  at  what 
was  done  under  them  by  the  Protestants  of  MizdbeOCs  reign,  and 
what  were  the  practices  in  Martha  reign  at  which  they  were  aimed.. 
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In  thefiist  place,  the  InjanctioBB  were  framed  for  a  Boyal  Yisita-       J.C 
tion,  and  &e  2nd  article  of  inqniry  administered  at  the  Tisitation        1875 
inquired  whether  ^'all  images"  had  been  taken  away :  Card.  Doc.  PHnjforra 
Ann.  [Ed.  1844]|  p.  242,  No.  XLIY.,  being  in  precisely  the  same      ^^ 
terms  as  &e  article  of  inqniry  at  Crdnmer^s  visitation  in  1548,       "~* 
after  the  proclamation  oiEdtoard  YI.    The  Yisitation  Ajtides  and 
injonctions  mnst  be  read  together  as  one  document,  and  then  it 
is  dear  that  images  were  induded  in  the  term  '^  monuments  of 
idolatry." 

In  1560  a  proclamation  was  issued  by  Elizabeth  (OarcL  Doc.  Ann. 
p.  289.  Na  LIY.),  to  restrain  those  who  had  gone  beyond  the  law. 
and  this,  while  it  dedares  that  images  on  tombs  and  in  painted 
windows  are  not  to  be  removed,  dearly  recognises  that  all  other 
images  in  churdies  were  illegal.  It  is  important  also  as  shewing 
that  figures  in  painted  windows  were  treated  as  different  from  images. 
In  1562  the  Second  Book  of  Homilies  was  issued  by  Convoca- 
tion, containing  three  Homilies  expressly  declaring  that  all  images 
in  churches  were  contrary  to  Scripture  and  law,  and  particularly 
condemning  images  of  Christ  placed  over  the  Communion  Table. 
The  subsequent  visitatiox»artides|shew  that  images  were  considered 
clearly  illegal.  It  will  be  suffident  to  refer  to  twc— one  for  each 
province.  Ajchbishop  Parker  for  the  Province  of  Canterhury,  1569 : 
air(;.Doc.Ann.[Ed.l844],p.357,No.LXXULAjrt.6.  Archbishop 
GrindaB,  for  the  Province  of  York,  in  1576 :  Card.  Doc.  Ann. 
[Ed.  1844],  No.  LXXXII.  p.  398,  Art.  4.  Numeit>us  other  articles 
of  inquiry  to  the  same  effect  up  to  the  end  of  Elizabe0i*8  reign  are 
to  be  found  in  the  Appenduc  to  the  second  report  of  the  Bitual 
Commissioners. 

There  is  another  kind  of  evidence  which  has  been  relied  upon  in 
these  cases  (1). 

The  English  Church  was  steering  a  middle  course  between  the 
Puritans  and  the  Boman  Catholics.  That  it  removed  all  images 
of  every  kind,  historical  subjects  or  otherwise,  is  shewn  both  by 
ihe  positive  evidence  of  the  Boman  Catholics'  complaint  of  their 
removal,  and  the  negative  evidence  that  images  are  never  men- 

(1)  See  Lord  Eaiherley's  judgment  in  Eebhert  v.  Furchas  (Law  Bep.  3  P.  C. 
648). 
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L.  0.       tioned  among  all  the  Puritans'  minute  complaints^  that  include 

1875       lists  descending  to  the  veriest  trifles.    [Theib  Lobdshifs  refused 

YsiLLi(ypn  ^  admit  the  evidence  of  such  complaints  or  the  answers  to  them.] 

^^       The  Homilies  and  Injunctions  are  sufficient  evidence  of  what  was 

done  by  Protestants  under  the  laws  in  EUzabeth's  reign.     The 

'' monuments  of  superstition,"  against  which  EUzdbetKs  laws 
were  directed,  were  the  images  which  had  been  restored  by  Mary : 
see  Articles  of  Visitation  in  the  diocese  of  L(md(m^  by  Bishop  Bon- 
ner, A.D.  1554 ;  Card.  Doc.  Ann.  No.  XXXIIL  [Ed.  1844],  p.  152 ; 
and  an  extract  from  <'  A  Mandate  of  Bonner,  Bishop  of  London^  to 
abolish  the  scriptures  and  writings  painted  upon  the  church  wall, 
A.D.  1554'':  Card.  Doc.  Ann.  No.  XXXIV.  [Ed.  1844],  p.  168; 
and  see  Axticle  X.  set  forth  by  Cardinal  Pole  in  his  ordinary  visi- 
tation of  his  Diocese  of  Canterbury,  A.D.  1557 :  Card.  Doc.  Ann. 
No.  XLI.  [Ed.  1844],  p.  206.  Whatever  the  effect  of  EUzabelKi 
Injunctions,  it  is  quite  dear  that  since  1562,  when  the  Second 
Book  of  Homilies  was  compiled  by  Convocation,  and  issued  by 
royal  authority,  images  were  illegal.  As  to  the  authority  of  the 
Homilies,  it  has  been  recognised  by  canons,  statutes,  and  judicial 
decision.  They  have  been  decided  to  be  standards  of  doctrine  by 
Dr.  Luahinffton  in  the  case  o{  Bishop  ofSalMury  v.  Williams  (1).  See 
also  Voyaey  v.  NoUe  (2).  [He  also  referred  to  Queen  ElizdbetVa  In- 
junctions (1559),  Card.  Doc.  Ann.  voL  i,  p.  224,  Injunction  No.  27 ; 
to  the  35th  of  the  Articles  of  1562,  passed  in  Convocation  and  con- 
firmed by  the  royal  authority;  to  Queen  Elizabeth's  Advertise- 
ments (1564),  Card.  Doc.  Ann.  vol.  I  p.  325 ;  and  to  the  46th  and 
49th  of  the  Canons  of  1603 ;  and  to  the  35th  Article  in  our  present 
Prayer  Book.]  The  burden  of  the  Homily  is  that  the  consequence 
o£  the  Church's  following  the  advice  of  Pope  Qregory  in  his  letter 
to  Serenus,  referred  to  by  the  Dean  of  Arches,  and  retaining 
images  in  churches,  was,  ''that  the  whole  Christian  world  was 
plunged  in  the  pit  of  the  most  damnable  idolatry  for  the  space  of 
eight  hundred  years.'* 

It  is  a  fallacy  to  suppose  that  the  controversy  between  the 
Boman  Catholics  and  the  Protestants  was  a  controversy  about  the 
worship  of  images  in  the  modem  sense  of  the  word  ''worship." 
(1)  1  N.  R.  199.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  0.  363,  364, 388. 
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The  Roman  Catholics  in  theory  forbad  the  worship^  *'  euUua**  as       J.  C. 
strongly  as  we  do.    All  they  argned  for  was  the  use  of  images,  in       1875 
the  words  of  Qregw^z  letter,  as  ^  laymen's  books"  for  instruction  pheu!fotts 
or  memory.    No  doubt  in  practice  the  Boman  Catholic  theory      ^^ 
degenerated  into  superstitious  reverencoi  but  this  is  just  what  the       — - 
English  Ohuroh  in  the  Homily  says  must  be  the  result  of  that 
theory  as  a  deduction  &om  the  laws  of  human  nature  proved  by 
experienoe;  and  we,  after  a  further  experience  of  three  hundred 
yeais,  oan  say  that  the  truth  of  this  theory  is  still  shewn  by  the 
practice  of  the  Boman  and  Greek  Churches.    In  f^xA^  the  theory 
of  the  Dean  of  Arches — as  shewn  in  his  quotations  from  the  articles 
of  .BSmry  YIU/s  reign,  his  references  to  '*  a  language  addressed 
to  the  eye,"  to  ^  the  innocent  aid  ministered  to  religion  by  the 
arts  of  painting  and  sculpture,"  and  his  quotations  from  Tenwm 
and  Wokke — is  not  in  principle  distinguishable  from  that  of  the 
Churoh  of  Bame  in  the  article  from  the  Council  of  Tteni  which  he 
quotes  in  his  judgment,  or  the  explanation  of  that  article  in  the 
autiiorized  edition  of  the  Catechism  of  the  Council  of  Tretd; 
see  DomMwiit  Catechism  of  the  Council  of  Tre/nJt^  Borne  Propa- 
ganda Press,  Superiarwn  Permissu  [Ed.  1839]. 

At  least,  it  will  be  admitted  that  the  Church  of  Engfland  suffered 
no  we  whatever  of  images  in  religion.  To  support  the  contention 
of  the  dean  and  canons  the  images  must  be  mere  architectural 
decorations,  and  nothing  more.  If  the  stock  or  stone  be  in  any 
way  honoured,  it  is  illegal ;  we  maintain  that  whether  it  be  de- 
sirable or  not  to  use  an  image  of  the  Lord  merely  to  decorate  a 
wall,  according  to  the  theory  of  the  Church  if  so  placed  it  must 
be  used  in  religion.  The  Homily  specially  forbids  the  image  of 
Christ  when,  as  here,  it  is  placed  where  the  solemn  service  of  the 
Communion  is  performed.  Such  a  use  of  an  image  as  an  aid  to 
worship  is  within  the  prohibition  of  the  article,  for  ^worship"  in 
the  sixteenth  century  meant  any  outward  religious  honour,  any 
use  in  religion.  The  proper  interpretation  of  the  Injunctions  and 
Statute  of  Edward  YI.  is  that  adopted  by  the  assessor  to  the 
Bishop  of  Eoseter,  and  that,  apart  from  their  express  prohibition  of 
images  in  churches,  by  the  common  law  of  the  Church  of  Enffland 
images  in  churches  are  illegaL 
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J.  C.  The  cases  of  Fatdkner  v.  LUehfidd  (1),  Weriertan  v.  lAdM  (2), 

1875        Parker  y.  Leach  (3),  establish  that  it  was  a  principle  of  the  Be- 

Pbillfoits  fonners  to  prevent  anything  being  fixed  at  the  place  where  the 

Bom      ^^^  stood  which  could  mark  that  spot  as  peculiarly  holy.    On 

—        this  principle  it  is  settled  that  the  table  shall  be  really  moyeable, 

and  though  it  is  not  in  practice  moyed,  nothing  is  to  be  done  in 

respect  of  it  which  is  inconsistent  with  its  being  moreable.    On 

this  ground  it  was  decided  that  it  must  not  be  of  stone,  because 

that  would  shew  that  there  was  no  possibility  of  moring  it,  i.  e^ 

that  the  principle  was  abandoned. 

A  reredos  such  as  this,  so  constructed  as  to  be  wholly  incon- 
sistent with  moving  the  table,  must  fall  under  the  same  con- 
demnation. 

Further,  by  the  Advertisements  of  EUzdbeOi,  which  have  been 
recognised  as  binding  law  in  Eeiiberl  v.  Purehas  (4),  it  has  been 
settled  that  the  table  of  the  Commandments  is  to  be  placed  where 
the  communion  table  usually  stands.  The  Bespondents  have  re- 
moved this  illegally,  and  substituted  for  it  the  present  reredoe, 
and  have  left  no  place  for  the  Commandments,  and  on  this  ground 
alone,  if  on  none  other,  the  judgment  of  the  Bishop  of  Exeter 
must  be  affirmed, 

Mr.  Benjamin  Shaw,  on  the  same  side : — 

The  Injunctions  of  Edward  VL  were  not  issued  under  the  Pro- 
clamatian  Aet,  31  Hen.  8,  c.  8,  and  their  validity  was,  therefore,  not 
affected  by  its  repeal  by  1  Edw.  6,  c.  12.  They  were  issued  under 
the  Supremaey  Act.  They  do  not  refer  to  the  ProeJamation  Act, 
and  the  penalties  by  which  they  are  to  be  enforced  are  not,  then, 
in  the  Prodamaiion  Act,  but  are  ecclesiastical  only.  In  1550, 
when  proceedlngB  were  taken  against  Oardiner,  the  articles  exhi- 
bited against  him  rest  the  force  of  the  injunctions  on  the  supremacy 
alone,  and  Gardiner  gives  an  affirmative  answer  to  the  article : 
see  Foxe,  vol.  vi.  p.  64  [Oattley'a  ed.]  They  were,  therefore,  deemed 
to  be  in  full  force,  notwithstanding  that  the  Prodamaiion  Aet  had 
then  been  repealed.    They  were,  therefore,  a  recognised  and  valid 

(1)  1  Rob.  251.  (3)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  326. 

(2)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  (4)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  0.  606. 
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means  by  which  the  royal  gupremacy  was  exeidsed.    The  same       J.  G. 
may  be  said  of  the  letter,  or  mandaiwn,  addressed  to  Cranmer  (Card.       1875 
Doc.  Aim.  YoL  i  p.  47),  for  the  remoyal  of  images.    The  issning  pna^Tn 
of  sach  mandates  is  recognised  and  provided  for  in  the  proclama-      ^^^ 
tion  which  precedes  in  Card.  p.  42.    Such  mandates  were  very       — 
<»ommon :  see  Oranmet^B  Letters  and  Remains  (Park.  Soc.),  pp. 
490,  493,  494,  495,  580,  and  Card.  Doc.  Ann.  yd.  i.  pp.  33,  63, 
72,  76). 

It  is  not  improbable  that  they  were  considered  as  '^  orders  " 
made  under  the  26  Hen.  8,  c.l ;  for  that  Act  does  not  prescribe 
any  particular  form  of  order.  It  must  be  remembered  that  there 
were  then  no  Acts  of  Uniformity.  Originally  every  bishop  ordered 
and  controlled  matters  of  Divine  worship  in  his  own  diocese.  The 
Crown,  as  supreme  ordinary,  seems  to  have  claimed  a  para- 
mount right  to  do  sa  In  Faooe,  voL  vi.  p.  64,  the  Crown  claims 
the  right  to  make  laws  and  ordinances,  and  it  is  admitted  by 
Oardiner. 

At  all  events,  this  mandatum  received  legislative  confirmation 
by  the  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  10. 

Again :  the  object  of  the  law  is  well  expressed  in  the  title  of 
the  Homily.  It  is  to  prevent  not  merely  **  idolatry,"  but ''  peril  of 
idolatry."  The  object  is  to  remove  what  is  capable  of  abuse,  not 
merely  what  has  been  abused.  This  is  the  only  effectual  course. 
A  layman  could  not  be  punished  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  for 
undue  reverence  to  an  image  in  a  church.  Hence  the  only  safety 
is  in  preventing  the  risk. 

It  is  said  that  the  Homilies  treat  Apocrypha  as  Scripture,  and 
contain  other  errors.  But  this  does  not  detract  from  their 
general  authority,  but  applies  only  to  special  passages.  If  they 
had  not  a  general  authority,  they  would  not  be  recogxused  in  the 
Thirty-nine  Articles.  It  is  the  general  aim  and  tenor  of  the 
Homily  that  is  now  reUed  on,  not  merely  an  isolated  passage. 
The  distinction  is  well  put  in  Cosines  Letters  on  the  Canon  (OosMs 
Works,  Anglo-Cath.  Lib.  voL  iv.  p.  444).  After  stating  some  ex- 
pressions in  the  Homilies  which  are  not  authoritative,  he  concludes : 
"  And  yet,  notwithstanding  these  words,  we  are  all  bound  to  sub- 
scribe to  the  general  aim  and  doctrine  of  those  Homilies,  wherein 
they  are  found,  that  it  was  and  is  behoveful  for  the  times." 
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J.  G.  Again :  the  Court,  it  is  sabmitted,  will  consider  not  only  whether 

1875  this  reredos  is  legal  or  illegal,  but  will  exercise  a  discretion  as  to 
Phillfotts  sanctioning  it.  If  it  be  the  case  that  the  dean  and  chapter  were 
3^^  not  boond  to  apply  for  a  faculty,  it  is  submitted  that  the  Court 
—  must  on  this  appeal  have  a  right  to  exercise  the  same  discretion 
as  if  it  were  an  application  for  a  £Bu$ulty.  Otherwise,  no  means 
exist  of  trying  the  question  of  expediency  (which  is  always  enteiv 
tained  in  a  faculty  case)  in  the  case  of  a  cathedral.  It  might  be 
deformed  therefore  by  most  objectionable  alterations  without  the 
power  of  appeal,  if  only  they  were  not  absolutely  illegaL  And 
this  reredos  is  inexpedient  and  improper.  The  principle  to  be 
extracted  from  Faulkner  y.  LUehfield  (1),  WedertM  t.  LiddeB  (2), 
and  other  like  cases,  seems  to  be  that,  though  the  communicm 
table  is  not  moved  in  practice,  yet  that  in  point  of  theory  nothing 
must  be  done  to  contravene  the  principle  of  its  mobility.  Thus^  it 
must  not  be  fixed,  but  must  be  a  moveable  table.  Now  the  con* 
struction  of  an  elaborate  reredos  with  images  of  this  kind  on  it, 
implies  that  the  table  is  constantly  to  stand  under  it.  The  sculp- 
tures are  in  honour  of  the  table,  and  of  the  rite  which  takes  place 
at  it,  and  conveys  the  impression  that  at  the  time  of  that  rite  the 
table  will  always  and  necessarily  stand  there.  Otherwise  an  un- 
seemly gap  would  be  left,  and  the  whole  structure  would  be  with- 
out meaning.  This  is  in  contravention  of  the  principle  that  the 
table  must  be  moveable,  and  of  the  reasons  assigned  as  the  foun- 
dation of  that  principle.  It  is  a  parallel  case  to  that  of  a  bal<» 
dacchino.  In  WhUe  v.  Bowran  (3),  in  refusing  a  faculty  for  a 
baldaochino,  the  Court  said  that,  '*  If  the  holy  table  were  removed 
from  underneath  it,  the  baldacchino.  would  be  then  without  mean- 
ing." The  same  observation  applies  in  this  case.  It  is,  therefore, 
at  variance  with  the  theory  of  a  moveable  communion  taUe^  and 
ought  not  to  receive  the  sanction  of  the  Court. 

Dr.  Becme^  Q.C.,  for  the  Respondents : — 

[LoBD  Eatheblet  intimated  that  their  Lordships  desired  to 
hear  the  Respondents  upon  the  subject  of  the  legality  of  the  rere- 
dos.   They  did  not  require  argument  as  to  the  alleged  necessity 

(1)  1  Bob.  261.  (2)  Moon's  Special  Rep. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  4  Ad.  &  E.  207. 
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for  a  te^vlty  preyious  to  its  erection,  and  they  left  it  to  the  discre-  J.  0. 
tion  of  the  Bespondent's  coonsel  whether  they  wished  to  say  any-  1875 
thing  upon  the  subject  of  the  bishop's  jurisdiction.]  vmsvcfr^ 

Firat^  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  bishop.  A  long  unbroken  ^^ 
and  reasonable  custom  shews  that  the  bishop  qi$&  bishop  qud  ordi«  — 
nary  has  no  control  over  the  fabric  of  the  church.  The  Visitations 
of  1675  and  1688  are  relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  and  are  the 
sole  authorities  in  fjEtvour  of  the  authority  claimed.  But  the  best 
eyidence  of  the  right  to  exercise  jurisdiction  is  the  fact  of  exer- 
cise, the  best  eyidence  of  the  fEust  is  the  record, — ^the  production 
of  the  &culty,  which  would  be  found  in  the  bishop's  register.  It  is 
said  that  there  is  no  alteration  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  require 
a  &culty .  But  remoyals  in  this  century  were  eflfected  by  the  dean 
and  chapter. 

In  a  parish  church,  if  churchwardens  presented  that  there  was  a 
reredos,  the  ardideacon  could  only  report  to  the  bishop,  who  could 
take  proceedingE^  and  then  there  would  be  a  requisition  to  shew 
cause.  [LoBD  Selbobne  :— Primd  facie  a  bishop  can  visit  as  ordi- 
nary and  correct  everything  that  is  contrary  to  law ;  you  must 
shew  that  the  feibric  is  excepted  from  his  jurisdiction.]  They  do 
not  shew  any  exercise  of  jurisdiction  in  regard  to  the  fabric. 
[LoBD  Selbobne  : — Yes  they  do ;  recentiy  there  may  not  have 
been  any  occasion  for  it.]  The  course  for  the  bishop  to  take  would 
be  to  report  to  the  archbishop.  [Lobd  Selbobne  : — ^Will  you  pro- 
duce an  authority  to  shew  that  su(^  report  would  be  necessary,  and 
that  he  could  not  act  himself?  Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  : — ^If  the 
bishop  as  visitor  can  make  an  order  as  to  the  statues,  why  may 
he  not  also  as  to  the  &bric  ?].  See  Dea/n  of  YorVs  Case  (1). 
[Lobd  Selbobne  : — ^That  would  be  in  point  if  the  bishop  had 
deprived  the  dean  and  canons  for  contumacy.]  Here  the  bishop 
was  constantiy  present  in  the  cathedral  from  1871>  when  this 
stmcture  was  being  erected,  and  made  no  objection  to  it 

With  regard  to  the  illegality  of  the  reredos.  It  is  urged  on 
the  other  side  that  all  images  and  paintings,  wheresoever  placed, 
provided  they  are  monuments  and  not  representations  of  persons 
deceased,  are  illegal.    We  are  all  agreed  that  images  misused  or 

(1)  2  Q.  B.  1. 
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J.  0.  abused  are  to  be  extingaished.  Passing  by  the  mediffiyal  learning 
1S75  resorted  to  on  the  other  side,  attention  is  confined  to  the  statutes, 
Pbzllpottb  ^^®  mandate,  and  the  decisions  of  this  Court  As  to  the  mandate, 
^'  and  the  evidence  of  its  ever  having  been  issued,  in  the  archives  at 
—  Lambeth  is  found  a  Latin  letter  in  which  is  a  copy  of  a  certain 
order  made  by  the  Council  to  the  archbishop.  That  is  all  which 
is  known  of  the  document,  and  no  one  has  attached  validity  to  it. 
But  Lord  Kinffsdaimf  in  Westerton  v.  Liddell  (1),  called  it  a  procla- 
mation. It  relates  to  *^  all  images  f  but  its  meaning  must  have 
been  limited,  otherwise  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  10,  would  have  been  un- 
necessary.  As  to  the  statute  under  which  the  mandate  is  supposed 
to  derive  authority,  the  true  construction  of  26  Hen.  8,  c  1,  is  not 
to  give  arbitrary  power,  but  to  supersede  the  Pope,  and  put  the 
king  in  his  place,  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  land.  No  power  to 
give  binding  force  to  this  mandaium  was  conferred  by  the 
Supremacy  AeL  He  referred  to  the  Articles  of  Enquiry,  1547; 
Card.  Doc.  Ann.  vol.  i.  which  relates  to  ^  all  images  of  feigned 
miracles,  idolatry,  and  superstition."  ,As  to  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  10, 
it  was  no  doubt  repealed  by  1  Mary,  st  2,  c  2,  together  with  a 
number  of  other  Acts  from  1  Edw.  6  to  5  &  6  Edw.  6,  c.  12.  Th 
Act  of  Mary  was,  in  its  turn  repealed  by  1  Jac.  1,  c.  25,  s.  48, 
which  is  included  in  the  schedule  of  the  repealing  Act,  26  &  27 
Vict  c.  125,  without  prejudice,  however,  to  the  Statute  of  3  &  4 
Edw.  6,  c.  10,  which  had  been  revived,  and  which^stands  now  as  if 
it  had  never  been  repealed.  Whatever  the  eontemporanea  expe- 
eUio  of  this  Act,  the  persons  who  executed  it  conceived  that  crosses 
were  images,  for  they  destroyed  crosses.  [He  referred  also  to 
Card.  Doc.  Ann.  vol.  i.  No.  LIY .  the  Queen's  Proclamation  against 
defacers  of  monuments  in  churches,  1560.] 

Thus  the  Legislature  and  the  Queen,  acting  with  at  least  as  much 
power  as  Edward  YI.  said  that  those  who  legislated  and  those  who 
executed  the  orders  had  charge  only  to  defeMse  not  all  images,  but 
'*  monuments  of  idolatry  and  feigned  miracles  in  churches  and 
chapels,'' — a  species  of  eontemporanea  exposUio  superior  to  any- 
thiiig  to  be  found  in  letters  or  memorials  by  private  persons. 
[He  referred  also  to  8  &  9  Vict  c.  44,  s.  1.] 

(1)  Mooro'8  Special  Bep. 


Boyd. 
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The  Homilies  referred  to  were  written  to  denotince  the  causes       J.  a 
of  idolatry,  but  they  draw  no  distinction  between  one  class  of       1875 
images  and  another.     The  real  distinction  is  as  to  images  which   phillpotts 
are  plainly  "monuments  of  idolatry,"  while  the  use  of  this  reredos 
is  purely  for  ornament. 

Mr,  W.  Q.  PhtUimore,  on  the  same  side : — 

Suppose  this  reredos  was  unlawful,  the  bishop  had  no  power  to 
pronounce  as  to  its  illegality  or  to  order  its  removal.  No  precedent 
was  produced  on  the  other  side  of  the  exercise  of  such  power. 
There  is  no  instance  in  modem  times  of  such  a  visitation  in  any 
contentious  proceeding :  see  Dean  of  York's  Case  (1).  He  referred 
to  PhiUimore's  Eccl.  Law,  p.  1210,  and  the  case  of  the  Cathedral  of 
St.  Cohmbo,  Derry,  cited  therem,  p.  1799.  The  dean  has  a  peculiar 
exempt  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  bishop  and  his  officers :  Johnson 
V.  Ley  (2) ;  Parlvam  v.  TemjUar  (3).  See  a  record  produced  dated 
the  12th  of  March,  1828,  shewing  that  in  1827  a  person  was  tried 
in  the  Dean's  Court  for  quarrelling  in  the  cathedral.  He  also 
referred  to  Ayliffes  Parergon,  pp.  417, 418,  and  Philips  v.  Bwry  (4). 

Mr.  PhiUpotts  replied. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by  1875 

Lord  Hatherley: —  fa.  25, 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Arches,  reversing 
an  order  made  by  the  Lord  Bishop  of  Exeter,  as  visitor  of  the 
cathedral  church  of  St  Peter,  in  Exeter,  for  the  removal  of  a 
sculptured  reredos  recently  erected  at  the  east  end  of  the  choir  of 
that  cathedral  by  the  dean  and  chapter,  on  the  ground  that  the 
sculpture,  so  erected,  contains  or  consists  of  images,  not  permitted 
within  churches  by  the  law  of  the  Church  of  England. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  makes  it  necessary,  in  the 
first  place,  to  decide  whether  the  bishop,  as  ordinary,  had  a  visita- 
torial power  over  the  cathedral  Church  of  Exeter,  with  reference  to 
the  sculpture  of  which  the  Appellant  complained,  and  whether,  in 
the  exercise  of  that  power,  it  was  competent  for  him,  if  he  found 

(1)  2  Q.  B.  1,  and  p.  40.  (8)  3  Phillim.  223. 

(2)  Skin.  Rop.  (4)  2  T.  R.  368. 
Vol.  VI.                      .  3  2  1 
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J.  C.       that  sculpture  to  have  been  nnlawfiilly  erected,  to  make  an  order 

1875        for  its  removaL 
riiiLLPOTTs       The  Respondents  have  contended  throughout  these  proceedings 

DovD       *^**  ^^  bishop  had  no  such  power,  and  the  learned  Judge  of  the 

Court  of  Arches  has  so  determined. 

It  is  not,  and  indeed  it  could  not  be,  disputed  that,  according  to 
the  General  Ecclesiastical  Law,  *'  all  deans  and  chapters  are  sub- 
ject to  the  visitation  of  the  bishop,  ywre  ordinarioj  and  of  the  arch- 
bishop of  the  province,  jure  imtropolUieo^  {BurrCs  EccL  Law, 
[PhiUimore^s  Ed,  1842],  vol.  ii.  p.  93).  It  is  equally  certain  that  as  to 
some  matters,  at  all  events,  the  bishop,  visiting  his  dean  and  chapter 
as  ordinary,  would  have  power  to  make  orders  binding  upon  the 
dean  and  chapter,  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  higher  Ecclesiastical 
Tribunals,  By  the  case  of  Dr.  Chodman,  reported  in  Dyer,  p.  273 
(the  same  law  is  recognised  by  Lord  Holt  in  Philips  v.  Bury  (1), 
it  appears  that,  before  the  Church  JDiscipUne  Act,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86, 
this  power  would  have  enabled  a  bishop,  as  visitor,  to  pronounce 
in  case  of  necessity  a  sentence  of  deprivation  against  an  offending 
member  of  the  chapter.  Since  that  statute  it  has  been  determined, 
in  the  Dean  of  York* 8  Case  (2),  that  in  order  to  inflict  any  personal 
punishment  for  an  ecclesiastical  offence  upon  an  individual  member 
of  a  chapter,  the  bishop  must  proceed  against  him  as  against  any 
other  clerk  in  holy  orders,  under  the  Church  Discipline  Act,  and 
not  as  visitor.  But  the  statute  leaves  untouched  all  other  power 
which  the  bishop  might  previously  have  exercised  in  his  visitation 
except  this  single  power  of  proceeding  against  individuals  by  way 
of  punishment 

Two  arguments  have  been  urged  before  their  Lordships  in  this 
case  against  the  bishop's  jurisdiction. 

The  first  is  that,  although  the  bishop  may  have  power  to  visit 
the  dean  and  chapter  as  ordinary,  and  also  power,  in  some  cases,  to 
make  orders  binding  on  the  dean  and  chapter  (subject  to  appeal), 
yet  he  cannot  do  so  with  reference  to  any  part  of  the  structure  or 
fabric  of  the  cathedral  church.  Forsuch  a  limitation  of  the  bishop's 
visitatorial  power  no  authority  has  been  cited ;  and,  considering 
the  nature  and  importance  of  the  duties  which  the  dean  and 
chapter  have  to  perform  with  respect  to  the  fabric  of  their  church, 
(1)  2  T.  R.  353.  (2)  2  Q.  B.  1. 
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tho  burden  of  proof  rests,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  on  those       J,  C. 
who,  admitting  the  general  visitatorial  power,  contend  that  it  is       1875 
thus  limited.    It  appears,  not  only  from  the  precedents  in  the  phillpotts 
history  of  the  cathedral  church  of  Exeter,  to  which  their  Lordships       ^^-^^ 
will  hare  occasion  to  refer,  but  from  the  form  of  the  articles  of       — 
inquiry  at  the  yisitation  of  the  cathedral  church  of  York  by  Arch- 
bishop Hareowrty  jure  ordinarto,  in  1841  (which  the  learned  editor 
of  Bum's  Eccl.  Law  [Ed,  1842],  vol.  ii,  p.  93,  states  to  have  been 
"framed  in  careful  compliance  with  former  precedents"),  that  the 
practice,  in  visitations  of  this  kind,  has  been  for  the  ordinary  to 
include,  among  the  matters  cognizable  by  him  in  this  form  of  pro- 
ceeding, the  repairs  and  generally  the  state  and  condition  of  the 
fabric  of  the  cathedral  church.    The  reason  of  the  thing  and  all 
the  authority  which  has  been  produced  is  opposed  to  this  first 
argument,  which  their  Lordships  therefore  reject  as  untenable. 

The  other  argument  (and  it  is  that  which  seems  to  have  chiefly 
prevailed  with  the  learned  Dean  of  the  Arches)  is,  that  the  Dean 
of  Exeter  has  a  peculiar  jurisdiction  exclusive  of  the  bishop  within 
the  "close"  of  the  cathedral  church,  which  (it  is  contended) 
includes  the  area  and  fabric  of  the  cathedral  itself.  Beliance,  for 
this  purpose,  was  placed  upon  an  instrument  of  "composition," 
dated  in  1616,  and  purporting  to  be  made  between  the  then  Bishop 
of  Exeter,  the  dean  and  chapter,  the  dean,  the  several  archdeacons 
of  the  diocese,  and  the  custos  and  college  of  vicars  choral  of  the 
cathedral  church.  Their  Lordships  were  referred  to  what  purports 
to  be  a  copy  of  this  document,  printed  in  a  note  at  pp.  232-236, 
of  vol.  iii.  of  Dr.  PhiUimore's  Eeports.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say 
that  such  a  printed  statement  in  a  book  of  reports  could  not  be 
treated  by  their  Lordships  as  in  itself  evidence,  either  of  the 
existence  or  the  due  execution  of  such  a  document.  The  fact  of 
its  execution  seems  to  have  been  challenged  in  the  reported  case. 
Their  Lordships,  however,  understood  the  argument  in  the  Court 
below,  and  upon  appeal,  as  having  proceeded  upon  the  footing  of 
the  execution  and  authority  of  such  a  document,  and  they  there* 
fore  proceed  to  consider  its  value  and  effect.  It  was  not  alleged 
that  the  successors  of  the  then  Bishop  of  Exeter  could,  by  the  mere 
force  of  an  agreement  or  composition  of  this  nature,  made  in  1616, 
be  ousted  from  any  ordinary  jurisdiction  which  they  would  other- 
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J.  0.       wise  have  possessed ;  but  the  contention  was,  that  this  document  is 

1875       evidence  of  the  previous  legal  existence  of  a  peculiar  of  the  dean 

PmLLPorre   within  the  "  close  "  of  Exeter,  exclusive  of  the  ordinary  jurisdiction 

Boyd       ^^  *^®  bishop.    Some  of  the  remarks  made  by  Sir  John  NickoU^  in 

his  judgment  in  Parham  v.  Templar  (1),  seem  for  this  purpose  to 

be  important.  This  document,  he  says,  '^  states  that  the  agreement 
or  composition  is  made  upon  a  view  of  ancient  usage,  and  upon 
searching  and  consulting  proper  authorities.  But  it  does  not  state 
how  far  any  such  search  was  made,  nor  recito  any  particulars 
to  proye  this  ancient  usage.  In  short,  whether  it  may  not  be 
altogether  irregular  and  an  usurpation,  the  instrument  itself  does 
not  afford  any  means  of  ascertaining.  The  search  was  probably 
made,  not  by  the  archdeacons  or  the  bishop,  or  any  of  the  prin- 
cipals, but  by  their  agents  or  officers, — possibly  some  practitioners 
in  these  Courts  not  very  well  read  either  in  the  Canon  or  the  Civil 
Law  of  the  country."  Upon  these  grounds,  and  on  the  further 
ground  of  the  metropolitan  not  being  a  party  to  the  instrument, 
the  learned  Judge,  in  that  case,  refused  to  accept  it  as*  evidence 
that  an  appeal  from  those  peculiars  of  the  dean  and  chapter  (such 
as  AMwrton),  which  were  exclusiye  of  the  bishop's  ordinary  juris- 
diction, would  lie  to  the  bishop  in^  the  first  instance,  and  not  to 
the  metropolitan.  Yet  this  seems  to  have  been  an  inseparable 
part  of  the  composition,  considered  as  (what  it  purports  to  be)  a 
general  scheme  for  defining  the  manner  and  form  in  which  the 
execution  of  the  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  of  the  several  parties  to 
it  should  for  the  future  **  be  bounded,  limited,  and  for  ever  there* 
after  used  and  exercised  by  the  said  parties  and  their  successors;" 
and  for  the  "  clearing "  of  those  "  questions  "  which  it  recites  to 
have  been  ''then,  and  theretofore, moved  between  the  same  parties, 
touching  the  execution  of  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  within  the 
diocese  of  Exeter;''  ''and  for  the  settling  and  establishing  a  peace 
and  certainty  therein  for  ever  thereafter  between  the  said  parties 
and  their  successors."  The  Court  does  not  appear  to  have  proceeded 
in  the  case  of  Parham  v.  Templar  (1),  upon  the  sole  evidence  of  this 
document,  so  far  as  it  recognised  Ashburton  as  being  a  peculiar  of 
the  dean  and  chapter,  in  which  their  jurisdiction  was  exclusive  of 
the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  bishop ;  and  in  that  case  no  ques- 

(1)  3  Phillim.  262, 
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tion  whatever  arose  as  to  any  jurisdiction  either  of  the  dean  or  of       J.  0. 
the  bishop  within  the  cathedral  close  or  the  cathedral  itself,  1375 

Supposing,  however,  that  this  composition  could  properly  be   phi^II^tto 
accepted  as  evidence  of  some  exclusive  peculiar  jurisdiction  of  the       -^^• 
dean  within  the  cathedral  close,  its  terms  must  be  accurately        — ' 
weighed  to  ascertain  the  true  nature  and  character  of  that  juris- 
diction.   The  material  parts  of  the  composition  are  these : — 

1.  "That  Matthew  StUdiffe,  dean  of  the  said  cathedral  church, 
and  his  successors,  and  his  and  their  ofiScer  and  officers,  shall  forever 
hereafter,  solely  and  without  any  concurrence,  prove  in  common 
form  all  testaments  "  (except  those  of  knights,  beneficed  men,  and 
such  as  were  de  robd  Episcopii)  "  within  the  parish  of  Brawnton^  in 
the  county  of  Devon,  and  the  close  of  the  cathedral  church  of  St. 
Peter y  in  Exeter;  and  also,  solely  and  without  any  concurrence, 
hear  and  determine,  within  the  said  parish  of  Braunion  and  close 
aforesaid,  all  causes,  as  well  ad  instantiam  partis,  as  ex  officio.^* 

2.  That  *'  within  the  residue  of  the  diocese,  the  bishop  or  his 
chancellor,  solely  and  without  concurrence,  shall  have  power  to 
dispense  in  all  causes,  to  grant  all  manner  of  licences,  seques- 
trations, and  relaxations,  and  (generally)  to  do  whatsoever  is  not 
formally  declared  to  belong  to  the  said  archdeacons,  dean  and 
chapter,  dean,  and  custos  and  college,  or  to  some  of  them,  as 
aforesaid." 

3.  "  Lastly,  that  the  said  bishop,  his  chancellor,  or  officers  for 
the  time  being,  shall  and  may,  for  ever  hereafter,  once  in  every 
three  years  complete,  visit  all  the  said  diocese,  except  the  peculiars 
of  the  said  dean  and  chapter,  dean,  and  custos  and  college  of 
vicars,  and  their  successors." 

Unless,  therefore,  the  visitatorial  authority  of  the  bishop,  as 
ordinary,  over  the  dean  and  chapter  themselves,  was,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  this  instrument,  to  be  exercised  by  the 
dean,  as  part  of  his  peculiar  jurisdiction  within  the  close  of  the 
(Cathedral  church,  it  is  not  taken  away  from,  but  is  (by  the  very 
terms  of  this  instrument)  reserved  to  the  bishop.  "  Peculiars,"  as 
Ayliffe  states  (in  a  passage  cited  by  Sir  John  ^ichoU,  at  p.  245  of 
the  judgment  in  Parham  v.  Templar  (1) ),  "  are  called  exempt  juris- 
dictions ;  not  because  they  are  under  no  ordinary,  but  because  they 

(1)  3  Phillim.  262. 
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J.  0.       are  not  under  the  ordinary  of  the  diocese,  but  have  one  of  their 

1875        own."    The  ordinary  of  the  cathedral  close  of  Exeter^  so  far  as  it 

Pbillfotts  18  described  as  a  peculiar  by  this  composition,  was  the  dean.    But 

Boyd       ^®  ^^^^  matters  in  respect  of  which  the  dean  was,  according  to 

the  terms  of  the  composition,  to  exercise  ordinary  jurisdiction  * 

within  the  dose,  were  the  grants  of  probates,  not  of  all  persons, 
but  of  persons  not  falling  within  certain  specified  classes,  and 
**  the  hearing  and  determination  of  causes,''  whether  ad  instantiam 
partis  or  ex  officio.  The  composition  does  not  provide  that  the 
dean  shall  visit  himself ;  still  less  does  it  provide  that  the  cathedral 
church  shall  be  exempt  from  all  ordinary  visitation,  and  subject 
only  to  the  metropolitan  jurisdiction  of  the  archbishop.  It  is 
further  manifest,  that  if,  by  the  terms  of  this  composition,  the 
bishop,  as  ordinary,  had  been  excluded  from  visiting  the  dean  and 
chapter  or  the  cathedral,  it  would  have  been  a  total,  and  not 
merely  a  partial,  exclusion.  Any  visitation  of  the  cathedral  by 
the  bishop,  as  ordinary,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  would  (in  that 
view)  have  been  quite  as  much  vUra  vires  as  a  visitation  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  right  whatever  might  be  found  wrong  as  to  the 
fabric  of  the  church. 

Passing  from  the  letter  of  the  composition  itself  to  the  evidence 
which  is  before  us  of  the  usage  and  practice,  as  to  visitation,  of  the 
cathedral  church  of  J^^  since  the  date  of  that  instrument,  their 
Lordships  find  that  this  evidence  is  altogether  adverse  to  the  con- 
tention of  the  Eespondents.  There  is  no  instance  given  of  the 
exercise  of  any  jurisdiction  by  the  dean,  except  one  case  of  brawl- 
ing within  the  cathedral,  which  arose  in  the  year  1827,  and  which 
was  manifestly  a  '*  cause,"  either  ad  instantiam  partis  or  ex  officio. 
Such  a  cause  would  no  doubt  have  been  cognizable  by  the  dean 
under  the  express  terms  of  the  composition  if  the  cathedral  ought 
to  be  deemed  part  of  the  close,  and  it  would  have  been  equally 
cognizable,  under  the  same  instrument,  by  any  archdeacon  of  the 
diocese,  if  the  brawling  had  happened  within  one  of  that  arch- 
deacon's peculiars.  But  there  is  no  trace  of  its  ever  having  been 
supposed  or  contended,  before  the  arguments  in  the  present  case, 
that  the  Bishop  of  Exeter  had  not,  over  the  dean  and  chapter,  and 
within  the  cathedral  of  the  diocese,  as  large  and  full  visitatorial 
jurisdiction,  as  ordinary,  as  any  other  diocesan  bishop  has  in  his 
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cathedral  church,    That  jurisdiction  has  been,  in  practice,  exer-       J.  c. 
cised  on  more  than  one  occasion,  without  objection  or  protest,  and       1876 
its  existence  was  expressly  admitted,  in  the  course  of  a  recent  pHitLPOTTs 
public  inquiry,  by  the  dean  and  chapter.  j^^^ 

In  1660  Bishop  Seth  Ward  held  a  primary  visitation  of  this       

cathedral ;  and  in  the  articles  then  exhibited  by  him,  inquiries 
were  made  (among  other  things)  into  the  condition  of  the  fabric 
generally,  and  of  the  roof,  windows,  seats,  floors,  towers,  and  bells. 
No  question  appears  to  have  been  raised  as  to  his  authority  so  to 
inquire. 

In  1678  Bishop  Lamplugh  held  another  primary  visitation  of 
the  cathedral.  Articles  were  exhibited  on  that  occasion  substan- 
tially similar  to  those  of  Bishop  Ward  (though  not  in  exactly  the 
same  form) ;  and,  in  addition  to  these,  the  second  article  inquired 
**  whether  any  passages  or  doors  had  been  made  in  the  times  of  the 
late  rebellion,  leading  into  the  cathedral  by  breaking  down  the 
wall  thereof,  and  continued  to  be  so  ?'  The  dean  and  chapter  put 
in  their  answers  to  these  articles.  As  to  the  second  article  they 
said  **  that  there  was  only  one  door,  towards  the  north-east,  that 
was  made  in  the  late  times,  which  had  not  been  walled  up  (as 
another  door  then  made  had  been),  because  it  was  a  great  conve- 
nience to  several  dignitaries  of  the  church  and  other  persons  of 
quality,  and  was  neither  indecent  itself  nor  prejudicial  to  any- 
body.'' It  appears,  however,  that  by  some  objector,  connected  (as 
is  to  be  presumed)  with  the  cathedral,  a  presentment  was  made 
against  the  door,  which  the  dean  and  chapter  thus  desired  to  keep 
open,  as  having  been  improperly  and  illegally  made  through  a 
private  chapel  at  the  north-east  end  of  the  church,  to  the  dishonour 
of  the  church,"  and  to  the  prejudice  of  a  particular  family  which 
had  ^right  of  burial  there.  The  bishop,  as  visitor,  adopted  this 
latter  view;  and  he  thereupon  ordered ''that  the  said  door  bo 
forthwith  shut  up,  and  hereafter  not  opened;  and  that,  before 
Candlemas  next  ensuing,  the  aforesaid  door  be  taken  away,  and 
the  wall  made  up,  and  the  passage  restored  to  the  right  owner ; 
and  that  the  great  gate  next  the  street  be  by  that  time  taken 
down  and  walled  up."  At  a  further  visitation  on  the  21st  of 
April,  1680,  it  was  finally  certified  to  the  visitor  by  the  dean  that 
this  order  had  been  fully  obeyed,  and  that  the  door  in  question 
had  been  walled  up,  as  directed. 
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J.  0.  Iq  1852,  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Eoseter,  in  answer  to  questions 

1875        addressed  to  them  by  the  Boyal  Commissioners  for  inquiring  into 
rHiLLFoiTs  the  cathedral  churches  and  capitular  bodies  in  England,  stated 
Boyd       *^^*  *^®  Bishop  of  Exeter  was  their  visitor;  and  that  the  powers 
— —        of  the  visitor  were  "  those  vested  in  him  by  the  general  law,  not 
modified  by  any  special  custom."    For  the  dean,  they  did  not 
then  claim  any  peculiar  jurisdiction  further  than  by  stating  that 
he  had  **  archidiaconal  authority  within  the  dose,"  which,  how- 
ever, was  no  longer  exercised  by  him.    In  Bishop  Vayseys  Statute 
of  1544  (to  which  they  then  referred,  as  the  document  in  which, 
the  duties  of  the  several  dignitaries  and  ofiScers  would  be  found 
most  fully  stated),  the  same  statement  is  found,  that  the  dean  had 
^^  jurisdietionem  Arehidiacondlem  in    onrnibus   enrumeratia   infra 
dauswn  Exonienm  EcelensSy*  no  other  jurisdiction  of  the  deau 
being  there  mentioned. 

Their  Lordships  are,  under  these  circumstances,  unable  to  agree 
with  the  opinion. expressed  by  the  learned  Dean  of  Arches  against 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  bishop  in  the  present  case. 

The  right  of  the  bishop  to  visit,  as  ordinary,  in  respect  of  the 
fabric  being  established,  the  question  arises  whether  the  order 
made  by  him  for  the  removal  of  the  reredos  can  be  sustained.  It 
was  first  suggested  in  argument  that  the  Kespondents  were  in  the 
same  position  as  if  they  were  applying  for  a  faculty  to  authorize 
its  erection,  inasmuch  as  the  erection  without  a  faculty  was  illegal. 
Their  Lordships  cannot  accede  to  this  argument  of  the  Appel- 
lant's counsel.  It  was  pressed  upon  them  in  order  to  lay  the 
foundation  for  an  exercise  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  bishop 
even  in  a  case  where  there  might  be  no  breach  of  the  law. 

No  authority  has  been  cited,  and  no  instance  has  been  produced, 
in  which  a  grant  of  any  such  faculty  has  been  applied  for,  either 
in  the  case  of  Exeter  Oathedrdly  or  of  any  other  cathedral,  al- 
though it  is  notorious  that  important  alterations  in  the  fabric  of 
most  cathedrals  have  continually  been  effected. 

The  argument,  which  was  urged  at  the  Bar,  that  although  a 
faculty  may  not  strictly  be  necessary,  the  express  or  implied  con- 
sent of  the  bishop  ought  to  be  obtained  for  every  alteration  in  the 
fabric  of  a  cathedral,  was  equally  unsupported  by  authority ;  and 
their  Lordships  cannot,  under  these  circumstances,  conclude  either 
that  the  bishop,  as  visitor,  has  a  discretion  to  order  any  alteration 
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in  the  fabrio  of  the  cathedral  church,  except  on  some  definite  legal        J.  0. 
ground ;  or  that  such  a  discretion,  if  not  possessed  by  the  bishop,        1875 
could  be  exercised  by  the  Court  of  Arches,  or  by  Her  Majesty  in   pniLLrorrs 
Council,  when  adjudicating  on  an  appeal  from  the  bishop's  judg-       ^^ 
ment  as  visitor.  

The  case  before  us  on  the  present  appeal  must  therefore  bo 
determined  with  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  structure 
itself  is  contrary  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Law. 

For  determining  this  question  their  Lordships  have  proceeded 
to  examine  the  authorities  and  documents  cited  before  them  in 
proof  of  the  alleged  illegality  of  tlie  Eespondent's  proceedings. 

At  the  commencement  of  the  Beformation  attention  was  directed 
to  the  numerous  representations  in  churches,  either  by  sculpture 
or  painting,  or  both,  of  those  who  were  venerated  either  as  divine 
persons  or  as  saints  of  the  Church,  and  to  the  outward  acts  of  wor- 
ship or  honour  paid  to  these  representations  or  images.  In  the 
first  year  of  Edward\I.  (1547)  Injunctions  were  issued  to  the  clergy 
and  laity  by  the  King,  with  the  advice  of  the  Protector  and  the 
Council,  purporting  to  be  in  continuation  of  like  Injunctions  issued 
by  Henry  VIII.,  which,  amongst  other  things  denounced,  as  tending 
to  idolatry  and  superstition,  "  the  offering  of  money,  candles,  or 
tapers  to  relics  or  images,  or  kissing  or  licking  of  the  same.'*  And 
the  clergy  were  directed  to  take  down  and  destroy ''  such  images  as 
they  know  to  have  been  so  abused  with  pilgrimages  or  offerings  of 
anything  made  thereunto,  or  shall  be  hereafter  censed  unto,"  and 
to  suffer  thenceforth  "  no  torches  or  candles,  tapers  nor  images  of 
wax  to  be  set  before  any  image  or  picture,''  but  only  two  lights 
upon  the  high  altar  .  •  •  admonishing  their  parishioners  that 
images  serve  for  no  other  purpose  but  to  be  a  remembrance  whereby 
men  may  be  admonished  of  the  holy  lives  and  conversations  of 
those  that  the  said  images  do  represent ;  which  images,  if  they  do 
abuse  for  any  other  intent,  they  commit  idolatry  in  the  same. 

By  the  28th  of  these  Injunctions  the  clergy  are  ordered  "  to  take 
away,  utterly  extinct,  and  destroy  all  shrines  tables  candlesticks 
trindles  or  rolls  of  wax  pictures  paintings  and  all  other  monu- 
ments of  feigned  miracles  pilgrimages  idolatry  and  superstition, 
so  that  there  remain  no  memory  of  the  same  in  walls,  glass  win- 
dows, or  elsewhere  within  their  churches  or  houses."    The  execn- 
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J.  G.       tion  of  these  Injunctions  was  intrusted  to  the  ordinary,  and  articles 

1875        were  framed  to  be  inquired  of  in  the  King's  visitation,  one  of  which 

TBuIvmTB  inquired:  "Whether  there  do  remain  not  taken  down  in  your 

jjj^       churches  chapels  or  elsewhere,  any  misused  images  with  pilgrim- 

ages,  and  whether  do  remain,  not  defaced  and  destroyed,  any 

shrines,  coverings  of  shrines,  or  any  other  monument  of  idolatry 
superstition  and  hypocrisy." 

A  question  has  been  raised  as  to  the  authority  under  which 
these  Injunctions  were  issued;  whether,  under  the  statute  31 
Hen.  8,  c.  8,  giving  to  the  King's  proclamations  the  force  of  law, 
or  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  Supremacy.  The  learned  Judge  in  the 
Court  below  seems  to  treat  the  Injunction  as  a  proclamation  under 
the  statute,  which  statute  was  soon  afterwards  repealed;  bat 
whether  it  was  so  or  not  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  an 
inquiry  not  material  to  the  present  issue,  for  the  reasons  to  be 
afterwards  mentioned. 

The  next  document  relied  upon  by  the  Appellant  is  a  Latin 
letter  beaded,  '^ Mandaium  ad  amavendaa  et  delendas  imagineSt*  of 
Archbishop  Cranmer  to  the  Bishop  of  London^  dated  the  24th  of 
February,  1547-8,  which  recites  (in  English)  letters  missive  (pur- 
porting to  have  been  received  by  the  archbishop),  signed  by 
certain  Lords  of  the  Council,  and  containing  the  following  pas- 
sage : — 

'^  After  our  right  hartye  recommendations  to  your  Lordship, 
where  now  of  late  in  the  King's  Majestie's  visitation  amonge  other 
goodlye  injunctions  commanded  to  be  generally  observed  thioughe 
all  partes  of  this  his  highnes  realme,  one  was  set  forthe,  for  the 
taking  downe  of  all  such  images  as  had  ^t  any  tyme  been  abused 
with  pilgrimages,  offerings,  or  censings;  albeit  that  this  said 
Injunction  hath  in  many  partes  of  the  realme  ben  wel  and  qnyetlye 
obeyed  and  executed,  yet  in  many  other  places  muche  stryfe  and 
contentyon  hath  rysen  and  dayly  ryseth,  and  more  and  more 
encreaseth,  about  the  execution  of  the  same,  some  men  beyng  so 
supertytyous  or  rather  wylfuU,  as  they  wold  by  theyr  good  wylles 
retayne  all  such  images  styll,  although  they  have  beene  mooste 
manyfestlye  abused,  and  in  some  places  also  the  images  which  by 
the  saide  injunctions  were  taken  downe,  be  now  restored  and  set 
up  againe,  and  almoste  in  every  place  ys  contentyon  for  images, 
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whether  they  have  been  abused  or  not ;  and  whiles  these  men  go       J.  C. 
abont  on  both  sides  contentyouslje  to  obtaine  theyr  mindes,  con-       1875 
tending  whether  this  or  that  image  hath  been  oflfered  unto,  kyssed,   PHiLLPorra 
censed,  or  otherwise  abused,  partyes  have  in  some  places  been       -^^^^ 

taken  in  suche  sorte,  as  further  inconvenyence  is  very  like  to       

ensue  yf  remedie  be  not  provided  in  tyme ;  considering  therefore 
that  allmost  in  no  places  of  this  realme  ys  any  sure  quyetness, 
but  where  all  images  be  hooUy  taken  awaye  and  pulled  downe 
already,  to  the  intent  that  all  contentyon  in  everye  part  of  this 
realme  for  this  matter  may  be  clerely  taken  awaye,  and  that  the 
lyvely  images  of  Chyste  shulde  not  contende  for  the  deade  images, 
which  be  things  not  necessary  and  without  whiche  the  churches  of 
Christ  contynued  most  goodlye  many  yeres;  We  have  thought 
good  to  signify  unto  you  that  his  highnes  pleasure,  with  th'  advyse 
and  consent  of  us  the  Lord  Protectour  and  the  reste  of  the  Oounsell, 
ys,  that  immediately  upon  the  sight  hereof,  with  as  convenyent 
diligence  as  you  mayo,  you  shall  not  onlye  give  ordre  that  all  the 
images  remayninge  in  any  church  or  chappoU  within  your  diocese 
be  removed  and  taken  away,  but  also  by  your  letters  signifye 
unto  the  reste  of  the  bishopes  within  your  province  his  hignesse 
pleasure  for  the  lyke  order  to  be  given  by  them  and  every  of 
them  within  their  several  dioceses ;  and  in  th'  execution  thereof 
we  requyre  both  you  and  the  reste  of  the  bisshopes  foresaid  to 
use  suche  foresight  as  the  same  may  be  quyetlye  donne  with  as 
good  satisfaction  of  the  people  as  may  be." 

The  archbishop  then  directs  the  bishop  to  proceed  accordingly, 
and  articles  appear  to  have  been  framed  to  be  inquired  of  in  the 
visitation  of  the  diocese  of  London,  one  of  which  is  framed  in  the 
very  words  of  the  28th  of  the  King's  Injunctions,  so  far  as  regards 
images. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  legal  e£fect  of  this  mandate,  it 
may  be  assumed  that  it  was  sent  under  the  circumstances  stated, 
and  in  consequence  of  the  letter  set  forth  as  having  been  sent  to 
the  archbishop  from  the  lords  of  the  council. 

It  appears  plain  to  their  Lordships  that  the  Injunctions  were 
directed  (3rd  and  28th)  to  the  removal  or  destruction  of  such 
images  only  **  as  had  at  any  time  been  abused  "  by  superstitious 
observances;  but  the  letter  refers  to  the  difficulty  of  distinguishing 
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J.  0.       them  from  others,  and  to  the  pretext  made  for  retaining  Bomethat 

1876       had  been  "manifestly  abused"  by  reason  of  their  alleged  ex- 
PaiLLroTTs   emption  from  abuse.    Accordingly  it  is  directed  that,  in  order  to 

j^^^       make  sure  of  attaining  the  original  purpose,  all  the  remainiog 

images  should  be  then  removed. 

This  order,  or  letter,  then  of  the  King's  Council,  explained  as  it 
is  in  its  objects  and  intentions  on  the  face  of  the  document  itself, 
appears  to  their  Lordships  to  amount  to  no  more  than  an  adminis- 
tratiye  act  or  step  taken  at  the  time,  for  the  time,  and  dictated 
by  the  necessities  peculiar  to  the  time.  It  did  not  contain,  nor 
profess  to  contain,  the  enunciation  of  any  general  law  of  a  perma- 
nent character  with  respect  to  images.  It,  no  doubt,  proceeded  on 
the  implied  assertion  that  the  worship  or  abuse  of  images  was 
contrary  to  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Church,  then  at  the  commence- 
ment of  its  reformation.  But  it  did  not  involve  all  images  in  a 
general  condemnation,  even  by  implication,  for  it  distinguished 
between  those  which  had  been  abused  and  those  which  had  not, 
so  far  as  condemnation  went,  and  ordered  the  removal  of  all, 
whether  abused  or  not,  for  the  sake  of  peace,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  insuring  obedience  to  the  former  orders.  Far  from  denouncing 
dead  images  as  things  unlawful,  this  document  speaks  of  them 
"  as  things  not  necessary." 

The  Act  of  tlie  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  intituled  "An  Act  for  the 
abolishing  and  putting  away  divers  Books  and  Images,"  enacts,  by 
the  1st  section,  that  all  books  (enumerating  many)  heretofore 
used  for  service  of  the  church,  written  or  printed  in  the  English 
or  Latin  tongues,  other  than  such  as  are  or  shall  be  set  forth  by 
the  King's  Majesty,  shall  be  by  authority  of  this  present  Act 
clearly  and  utterly  abolished,  extinguished,  and  forbidden  for 
ever  to  be  used  or  kept  in  this  realm  or  elsewhere  within  any  of 
the  King's  dominions. 

The  2nd  section  enacts  that,  if  any  person  that  then  had,  or 
thereafter  should  have,  in  his  custody  any  such  books  or  images  of 
stone,  timber,  alabaster,  or  earthy  graven,  carved,  or  painted,  which 
heretofore  have  been  taken  out  of  any  church  or  chapel,  or  yet 
stand  in  any  church  or  chapel,  and  do  not  before  the  last  day  of 
June  next  ensuing  deface  and  destroy,  or  cause  to  be  defaced  and 
destroyed,  the  same  images  and  every  of  them,  *'and  do  not  deliver 
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up  the  books  tliere  mentioned  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose       J.  C. 
of  their  destruction  therein  mentioned,  he  shall,  for  every  book       1875 
willingly  retained  in  his  hands,  incur  such  penalties  as  in  the  Act   pbillfoits 
mentioned."    The  careless  wording  of  the  Act,  which  omits  all       j^^;^^^ 

penalty  with  reference  to  images,  induces  a  suspicion  that  the  in- 

troduction  of  images  into  the  Act  was  an  afterthought ;  but,  be 
this  as  it  may,  this  Act  would  imply  the  necessity  of  all  persons 
defacing  or  destroying  or  delivering  up  all  images  which  had 
already  been,  or  might  afterwards  be,  removed  out  of  churches, 
and  probably,  also,  the  obligation  of  removing  those  then  remain- 
ing in  churches,  whether  abused  or  not,  except  in  cases  falling 
within  the  exception  of  the  6th  section  of  the  Act,  which  provides, 
that  the  Act  shall  not  extend  *'  to  any  image  or  picture,  or  any 
tomb  in  any  chmrch  or  chapel,  or  churchyard,  only  for  a  monument 
of  any  king,  prince,  or  nobleman,  or  other  dead  person,  which  hath 
not  been  commonly  reputed  and  taken  for  a  saint ;  but  that  such 
pictures  and  images  may  continue  in  the  like  manner  and  form  as 
if  the  Act  had  never  been  had  or  made." 

The  exception  itself  shews  the  generality  in  all  other  respects  of 
the  enactment  as  embracing  all  images ;  though  it  is  remarkable 
that  the  excepted  cases  are  referred  to  as  oocurring  in  any  church 
or  churchyard,  whilst  the  rest  of  the  statute  appears  to  be  confined 
to  images  contained  in  or  removed  from  the  inside  of  churches  or 
chapels. 

This  statute  was  repealed  by  1  Mary,  st.  2,  c.  2 ;  but  that  statute 
was  in  its  turn  repealed  by  1  Jac.  1,  c.  25,  s.  48,  and  the  statute 
of  Edward  was  thereby  revived.  The  Act  of  JaTnea  I.  is  itself  re- 
pealed by  the  26  &  27  Vict.  c.  125.  But  an  express  section  of  that 
Act  provides  that,  where  any  Act  thereby  repealed  had  the  opera- 
tion of  reviving  any  former  Act,  such  reviver  shall  not  be  affected. 
The  Act  of  Edward  YI.  therefore  remains  unrepealed. 

It  is  in  this  state  of  circumstances  that  their  Lordships  deem  it 
unnecessary  to  consider  by  what  authority  the  royal  Injunctions 
and  the  archbishop's  mandate  may  have  been  originally  issued. 

Their  Lordships  concur  in  the  opinion  expressed  by  this  tribunal 
in  Wesierton  y.  LiddeU  (1),  and  cited  by  the  learned  Judge  in  the 
Ciourt  below,  viz.,  that  the  Act  **  related  to  the  destruction  of 
.  (1)  Moore's  Special  Rep. 
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J.  c.        images  already  ordered  to  be  removed,  but  which  either  had  not 

1875       been  removed,  or,  having  been  so,  were  still  retained  for  private 

PfliLLPOTTs   devotion  and  worship."    It  may  be  regarded  as  a  recognition  by 

^'         the  Legislature  of  the  validity  of  these  orders  (though  not  ex- 

pressly  referred  to),  and  of  the  obligation  of  obedience  to  them, 

but  it  does  not  go  further;  and,  as  with  the  mandate  above  re- 
ferred to,  80  with  this  statute,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that 
the  eflBcacy  of  the  Act  of  Edward  was  spent  upon  the  definite  pur- 
pose to  which  it  was  directed,  and  that  the  Legislature  did  not 
thereby  make,  or  intend  to  make,  provision  in  respect  of  the  sub- 
sequent use  or  abuse  of  any  other  images. 

Up  to  this  time  then,  viz.,  up  to  and  including  the  Statute  of 
Edward  VI.,  the  case  as  to  **  images  "  stands  thus : — ^The  King's 
Injunctions  in  the  first  year  of  his  reign  condemned  several  super- 
stitious practices  with  reference  to  images,  such  as  pilgrimages  to 
particular  images,  ofierings  made  to  them  of  any  kind,  kissing  or 
licking,  or  censing  the  same,  and  directed  'all  shrines,  pictures, 
paintings,  and  other  monuments  of  feigned  miracles,  pilgrimages, 
idolatry  and  superstitions,  to  be  destroyed  by  the  incumbent,  so 
that  there  remain  "  no  memory  of  the  same  in  walls,  glass  windo\vF, 
or  elsewhere  within  the  churches  or  houses  of  their  parishioners.'* 
The  metropolitan  then  communicated  to  the  Bishop  of  London  a 
letter  received  by  him  from  the  Privy  Council,  with  reference 
apparently  to  what  had  been  done  under  the  Injunctions,  and  the 
difficulty  of  distinguishing  images  which  had  been  abused  from 
those  which  had  not,  which  letter  directs  a  total  removal  and 
destruction  of  all  images.  This  is  followed  by  the  statute,  and  so 
matters  appear  to  have  rested  till  the  reign  of  Martfy  when  tbe 
Act  of  Edward  was  repealed,  and  the  images,  or  some  of  them, 
were  probably  restored. 

It  is  remarkable  that  nothing  was  done  by  Elizabeth  with  refe^ 
ence  to  the  revival  of  the  Act  of  Edward,  but  in  the  first  year  of 
her  reign  (1559)  Injunctions  were  issued  by  her,  the  23rd  of  which 
directed  that  the  clergy  should  take  away,  utterly  extinct,  and 
destroy  all  shrines,  .  .  .  pictures,  paintings,  and  all  other  monu- 
ments of  feigned  miracles,  pilgrimages,  idolatry,  and  superstition, 
so  that  there  remain  no  memory  of  the  same  in  glass  windows,  or 
elsewhere  within  their  churches  and  houses ;  and  articles,  on  the 
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yisitation  of  the  Qaeen»  were  issued,  founded  on  these  Injonctions,  <^*  C. 
the  45th  of  which  inquired  whether  the  clergy  knew  any  that  l^^ 
kept  in  their  houses  any  undefaced  images,  tables,  pictures,  paint-  p&illfoitb 
ings,  or  other  monuments  of  feigned  and  false  miracles,  •  .  •  and  ^^y^^ 
do  adore  them,  and  specially  such  as  have  been  set  up  in  churches,  — " 
chapels,  and  oratories. 

In  the  next  year  the  Queen  put  forth  the  following  Proclama- 
tion:— 

**  MissdhdJh. — ^The  Queen's  Majesty  understanding  that  by  means 
of  sundry  people,  partly  ignorant,  partly  malicious  or  covetous, 
there  hath  been  of  late  years  spoiled  and  broken  certain  ancient 
monuments,  some  of  metal,  some  of  stone,  which  were  erected  up 
as  well  in  churches  as  in  other  public  places  within  this  realm, 
only  to  shew  a  memory  to  posterity  of  the  persons  there  buried, 
or  that  had  been  benefactors  to  the  buildings  or  dotations  of  the 
same  churches  or  public  places,  and  not  to  nourish  any  kind  of 
superstition,  by  which  means  not  only  the  churches  and  public 
places  remain  at  this  present  day  spoiled,  broken,  and  ruinated,  to 
the  offence  of  all  noble  and  gentle  hearts,  and  the  extinguishing  of 
the  honourable  and  good  memory  of  sundry  virtuous  and  noble 
persons  deceased,  but  also  the  true  understanding  of  divers  persons 
in  this  realm  (who  have  descended  of  the  blood  of  the  same 
persons  deceased)  is  thereby  so  darkened,  as  the  true  course  of 
their  inheritance  may  be  hereafter  interrupted,  contrary  to  justice; 
besides  many  other  offences  that  hereof  do  ensue  to  the  slander  of 
such  as  either  gave  or  had  charge  in  times  past,  only  to  deface 
monuments  of  idolatry  and  false  feigned  images  in  churches  and 
abbeys ;  and  therefore,  although  it  be  very  hard  to  recover  things 
broken  and  spoiled,  yet  both  to  provide  that  no  such  barbarous 
disorder  be  hereafter  used,  and  to  repair  as  much  of  the  said 
monuments  as  conveniently  may  be.  Her  Majesty  chargeth  and 
commandeth  all  manner  of  persons  hereafter  to  forbear  the  break- 
ing or  defacing  of  any  parcel  of  any  monument,  or  tomb,  or  grave, 
or  other  inscription  and  memory  of  any  person  deceased,  being  in 
any  manner  of  place :  or  to  break  any  image  of  kings,  princes,  or 
noble  estates  of  this  realm,  or  of  any  other  that  have  been  in 
times  post  erected  and  set  up  for  the  only  memory  of  them  to 
their  posterity,  in  common  churches,  and  not  for  any  reUgious 
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J.  G        honour,  or  to  break  down  and  deface  any  image  in  glass  windows 
1875        in  any  church  without  consent  of  the  ordinary,  upon  pain  that 
PflBLL^oTM   whosoever  shall  herein  be  found  to  offend,  to  be  committed  to  the 
next  gaol.  .  .  ." 

The  words  "  false,"  and  "  feigned  images,"  which  frequently 
occur  in  these  documents,  may  either  refer  to  images  to  which 
particular  efficacy  was  falsely  attributed,  or  (a  meaning  borne  out 
by  some  passages  in  the  Homilies)  ^to  images  falsely  alleged  to  be 
true  likenesses  of  either  the  Saviour  or  any  saints,  of  whom  no 
true  likeness  existed.  But  whatever  meaning  be  assigned  to  these 
words,  the  language  of  both  the  Injunctions  and  the  Proclamation, 
is  plainly  addressed,  not  to  all  "  pictures,  paintings,  or  monuments, 
&c.,'*  but  to  a  limited  class  of  them,  and  this  a  class  tainted  with 
falsehood  or  superstition.  As  the  Beformation  proceeded,  and  the 
Articles  of  Eeligion  came  to  receive  statutory  authority,  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Church  on  this  subject  was  plainly  set  forth. 

The  22nd  Article  of  Eeligion  declares  that  "  the  Romish  doc- 
trine concerning  purgatory,  pardons,  worshipping,  and  adoration, 
as  well  of  images  as  of  reliques,  and  also  invocation  of  saints,  is  a 
fond  thing  vainly  invented,  and  grounded  upon  no  warranty  of 
Scripture,  but  rather  repugnant  to  the  Word  of  God."  In  other 
words,  it  condemns  only  the  abuse  of  images. 

But  great  stress  has  been  laid  in  the  argument  of  this  case 
upon  the  Homilies  against  the  Perils  of  Idolatry,  which  are  recog- 
nised in  the  35th  Article  of  Eeligion  (amongst  other  Homilies) 
as  containing  '^  a  godly  and  wholesome  doctrine,  and  necessary  for 
these  times,  and  therefore  are  judged  to  be  read  in  churches  by 
the  ministers  diligently  and  distinctly,  that  they  may  be  under- 
stood of  the  people." 

The  46th  and  49th  Canons  give  special  directions  as  to  the 
reading  of  the  Homilies,  and  the  80th  Canon  orders  the  Book  of 
Homilies  to  be  provided  in  each  parish. 

This  recommendation,  however,  of  the  Homilies  cannot  be 
pressed  further  than  as  containing  an  approbation  of  '*  doctrioes  " 
therein  contained,  and  even  that  of  a  qualified  character,  as  being 
specially  necessary  for  the  times  when  the  Articles  were  framed 
and  published.  Now  the  Homily  against  the  Peril  of  Idolatry 
(contained  in  several  parts)  sets  forth  in  very  glowing  colours  the 
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vanity  and  folly  of  paying  adoration  or  wornhip  to  images  or  J.  c. 
paintings,  but  it  recognises  the  original  intention  of  such  images  1S75 
or  paintings  to  have  been  the  better  instructing  of  the  ignorant,  Pm^^^^s 
as  set  forth  in  the  letter  of  Qregory  to  Serewus  (cited  by  the  ^' 
learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below).  The  Homily  observes,  "  you  — 
may  withal  note  that  seeing  there  is  no  ground  for  worshipping  of 
images  in  Qregory^s  writing,  but  a  plain  condemnation  thereof, 
that  such  as  do  worship  images  do  unjustly  allege  Gregory  for 
them."  The  Homily,  however,  proceeds  to  affirm  that  the  wor- 
shipping of  images  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  their  being 
allowed  to  exist,  and  therefore  concludes  strongly  for  their  entire 
abolition,  irrespective  of  actual  abuse.  Now  it  is  plain  that  the 
"doctrine"  maintained  by  the  Homily  is  that  of  the  22nd  Article, 
and  condemns  paying  ''  honour  and  reverence  to  images  as  being 
an  act  of  idolatry,  and  contrary  to  the  Second  Commandment." 
In  the  judgment  of  its  author  the  existence  of  any  image,  whether 
originally  intended  for  instruction  or  not,  is  dangerous,  as  tending 
to  idolatry.  This  cannot  be  called  doctrine.  It  is  an  opinion  as 
to  the  consequences  which  might  at  that  time  follow  the  use  of  re- 
presentations of  sacred  objects,  and  probably  the  opinion  might 
then  be  well  founded ;  whilst  it  is,  on  the  contrary,  notorious  that 
numerous  sculpitures  and  pictures  representing  the  Saviour  and 
Apostles,  and  other  holy  men  exist,  and  have  existed  for  more 
than  two  centuries  in  and  outside  of  our  churches,  to  which  no 
worship  has  been  paid.  The  old  associations  were  broken  off,  and 
the  old  "  monuments  of  superstition  "  had  either  been  removed,  or 
become  innocuous,  before  the  reign  of  Mizaheth  was  closed. 

In  the  9th  of  Elizabeth,  on  a  visitation  by  Archbishop  ParTcer, 
Articles  were  exhibited,  the  6th  of  which  inquired  whether  any 
taught  '*  that  any  man  is  borne  with  which  do  extol  any  super- 
stitious religion  or  religious  pilgrimages,  lighting  of  candles,  kiss- 
ing, kneeling,  or  ducking  to  images."  And  at  another  visitation 
in  the  12th  of  Elissahethy  by  the  same  metropolitan,  articles  were 
exhibited,  by  the  6th  of  which  inquiry  is  made  "  whether  images 
and  all  other  monuments  of  idolatry  and  superstition  be  destroyed 
and  abolished,  and  whether  your  churches  and  chancels  be  well 
adorned  and  conveniently  kept  without  waste,  destruction,  or  abuse 
of  anything.  Whether  the  rood  loft  be  pulled  down  according  to 
Vol.  VL  3  2K 
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J.  a,  the  Older  prescribed,  and  if  the  partition  between  the  chancel  and 
1875  the  church  be  kept." 
PHiu^ara  These  Articles  appear  to  observe  the  distinction  noticed  in  the 
Queen's  proclamation  abeady  referred  to  between  the  represen- 
tations which  had  been  abused  and  those  which  had  not.  It  is 
not  improbable  that  there  had  existed  some  conspicuous  represen- 
tation of  a  crucifix  in  the  rood-lofts  which  had  been  abused,  and 
therefore  was  directed  to  be  removed. 

In  OardtoetTs  'Annals'  (Vol.  i.  No.  Lxxvii.)  are  Articles  in- 
tended to  have  been  exhibited  at  Archbishop  OrindaTs  visitation 
in  the  18th  Elizabeih,  the  4th  of  which  inquires  **  whether  rood- 
lofts  be  taken  down  to  the  cross-beam/'  and  the  6th  inquires 
whether  (amongst  other  things),  ^  all  images  and  other  relics  and 
monuments  of  superstition  and  idolatry  be  utterly  defaced,  broken, 
and  destroyed,  and  if  not,  where  and  in  whose  custody  they  re- 
main." It  appears  to  be  doubtful  whether  these  Articles  were 
ever  exhibited.  From  this  time,  and  notwithstanding  the  revival 
in  the  time  of  James  I.  of  the  Act  of  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  there  appears 
to  have  been  neither  further  legislation  nor  inquiry  with  reference 
to  pictorial  or  sculptured  representations  of  sacred  subjects  in 
churches. 

What,  then,  is  the  character  of  the  sculpture  on  the  reredos  In 
the  case  before  their  Lordships?    il^or  what  purpose  has  it  been 
set  up  ?    To  what  end  is  it  used  ?  and  is  it  in  danger  of  being 
abused?    It  is  a  sculptured  work  in  high  relief,  in  which  are 
three  compartments.    That  in  the  centre  represents  the  Ascension 
of  our  Lord,  in  which  the  figure  of  our  ascending  Lord  is  separated 
by  a  sort  of  border  from  the  figures  of  the  Apostles,  who  are  gazing 
upward.    The  right  compartment  represents  the  Transfiguration, 
and  the  left  the  Descent  of  the  Holy  Ghost  on  the  Day  of  Pente- 
cost   The  representations  appear  to  be  similar  to  those  with  which 
every  one  is  familiar  in  regard  to  the  sacred  subjects  in  question. 
All  the  figures  are  delineated  as  forming  part  of  the  connected 
representation  of  the  historical  subject    The  Ascension  necessarily 
represents  our  Lord  as  separated  from  the  Apostles,  who  are 
gazing  at  Him  on  His  ascent.    As  finials  to  the  architectural  form 
of  the  reredos,  there  is  on  each  side  a  separate  fignre  of  an  angel 
It  is  plain  to  their  Lordships  that  the  whole  erection  has  been  set 
up  for  the  purpose  of  decoration  only. 
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It  is  not  suggested  that  any  superstitions  reverence  has  been  or       J.  c. 
is  likely  to  be  paid  to  any  figures  forming  part  of  the  reredos,  and       1S75 
their  Lordships  are  unable  to  discover  anything  which  distinguishes  phillpotts 
this  representation  from  the  numerous  sculptured  and  painted       ^- 
representations  of  portions  of  the  sacred  history  to  be  found  in        — 
many  of  onr  cathedrals  and  parish  churches,  and  which  have  been 
proved,  by  long  experience,  to  be  capable  of  remaining  there 
without  giving  occasion  to  any  idolatrous  or  superstitious  practices. 
Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  such  a  decorative  work  would 
be  lawful  in  any  other  part  of  the  church ;  and,  if  so,  they  are  not 
aware  of  any  contravention  of  the  laws  ecclesiastical  by  reason  of 
its  erection  in  the  particular  place  which  it  now  occupies.    Their 
Lordships  have  not  adverted  to  the  case  of  Cocke  and  Others  v. 
Tallenis  (1)  mentioned  by  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below, 
because  they  have  been  furnished  by  the  Begistrar  with  a  full  note 
of  that  case,  which  appears  to  have  proceeded  on  consent. 

Their  Lordships  desire  it  to  be  clearly  understood  that  nothing 
decided  in  this  case  affects  the  question  of  superstitious  regard 
being  paid,  contrary  to^the  22nd  Article  of  Eeligion,  to  any  re- 
presentations or  images  that  are,  or  may  at  any  time  be,  set  up  in 
churches.  The  law  will  at  all  times  be  su£5ciently  strong  to 
correct  and  control  any  such  abuse :  but  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  the  sculpture  in  question  is  not  liable  to  be  impugned 
in  that  respect  Their  Lqrdships  will,  therefore,  recommend  Her 
Majesty  to  reverse  the  decree  pronounced  by  the  Dean  of  Arches, 
so  far  as  it  reversed  the  decree  of  the  Lord  Bishop  of  Exeter  in 
pronouncing  for  his  jurisdiction  as  visitor  and  ordinary  of  the 
cathedral  church  oi  SL  Feter^  in  Exeter;  but  to  afiSrm  the  decree 
of  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  in  all  other  respects ;  and  their  Lord- 
ships, regard  being  had  to  the  argument  in  the  Court  below  and 
before  them,  in  opposition  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Lord  Bishop, 
do  not  decree  the  payment  of  any  costs  of  this  appeal  by  any 
party.  Indeed,  they  understood  it  to  be  stated  at  the  Bar,  by 
the  counsel  for  the  Respondents,  that  they  did  not  ask  for  costs. 

Proctors  for  the  Appellant:  Messrs.  Mocre  d  Currey. 
Proctor  for  the  Respondents:  Mr.  Skipwith, 

(1)  Not  reported,  see  Law  Rep.  4  A.  &  E.  p.  SCO, 
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J.0.»      THE    COMPAGNIE   G^NflRALE    TRANS-,  , 
1874  ATLANTIQUE  and  Others  .     .     •     .        ^ 


Dec.  9, 10, 19.  AND 

THE  OWNERS  OF  THE  «F.  T.  BAKRY,"  |  ^ 
AND  THE  <^  AUBURN" |  Respokdekts. 

THE    COMPAGNIE    GflN^RALE    TRANS- 1  , 

>  Appellants  : 
ATLANTIQUE  AND  Others |. 

A»D 

THE  OWNERS  OF  THE  •* SPRAY**  .     .     .     Respondents. 


THE  "amiSrique;' 


ON  appeal  from  the  high  cx)Urt  op  admiralty. 

.  Salvage  Services — Quantum  (f  Remuneraiion, 

Although  the  quantum  of  lemnneration  to  salvors  is  to  some  extent  to  be 
affected  by  the  value  of  the  property  salved,  It  must  not  be  raised  to  an 
amount  altogether  out  of  proportion  to  the  services  actually  rendered.  Where 
the  Court  below  had  awarded  an  exceptional  and  excessive  amount  of  remu- 
neration solely  from  regard  to  the  value  of  the  property  salved,  their  Lord- 
ships, notwithstanding  their  general  rule  of  non-interference  upon  a  question 
of  mere  discretion,  reduced  the  said  amount  by  two-fifths. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  (July  16th,  1874)  of  the  Judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England  in  two  consolidated  causes  of 
salvage.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  set  forth  in  the  judgment  of 
their  Lordships. 

Mr.  Butt,  Q.C.,  Mr.  FUUimore^  and  Mr.  Stubbs,  for  the  owners  of 
the  AmSrique. 

Mr.  Milward,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  B.  E.  WArier,  for  the  owners  of 
the  F.  T.  Barry  and  the  Auburn. 

Sir  H.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  PritcJiard  (Mr.  E.  0.  Clarksan  with 
them),  for  the  owners  of  the  Spray, 

*  Present  :-^iB,  James  W.  Colvils,  Sib  Babkes  Pkacogk,  and  Sib  Bobbbt 
p.  Collieb. 
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The  cases  cited  were  The  Syrian  (1) ;  The  Blenden  HaU  (2)  ]  The       J.  a 
Kathleen  (3) ;  and  see  notes  to  Priiehard*B  Digest^  p.  837,  as  to  the        lS7i 
French  law  of  salvage :  The  Thetis  (4) ;  The  Carrier  Dave  (5);  The       ^ 
William  Beekford  (6);  The  Industry  (7) ;  The  James  Dixon  (8);  "Airfroui.'' 
The  Salacia  (9). 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sib  James  Colvile  : — 

These  appeals  are  upon  a  question  of  salvage.  The  vessel 
salvedy  the  AmSrique^  was  a  very  large  iron  screw  steamer  of  4,600 
tons  register,  running  habitually  as  a  passenger  vessel  between 
Havre  and  New  Torh.  In  the  afternoon  of  the  14th  of  April, 
1874,  being  on  her  return  voyage  from  Nmo  Torh^  with  eighty- 
three  passengers  and  a  very  valuable  cargo  of  merchandize,  she 
was  abandoned  by  her  master,  crew,  and  passengers,  under  the 
apprehension  that  she  was  sinking,  and  left  to  the  mercy  of  the 
wind  and  waves,  when  about  seventy  or  eighty  miles  west  of 
Ushant 

In  that  condition  she  was  first  seen  early  in  the  morning  of  the 
15th  by  the  bark  Atiburny  which,  having  made  for  her,  succeeded 
in  putting  four  men  on  board  of  her  about  10.30  a.h.  Very 
shortly  afterwards  she  was  also  boarded  by  a  boat's  crew  from  the 
screw  steamship  Spray,  consisting  of  the  mate  of  that  vessel  and 
two  other  men,  who  were  afterwards  joined  by  the  engineer  and  a 
fireman  from  the  Spray.  The ,  Amirique  when  first  boarded  was 
found  to  be  on  the  starboard  tack  with  two  close-reefed  topsails; 
the  foot  of  her  mizen  was  out^and  she  liad  a  strong  list  to  port. 
On  examination  it  was  found  that  she  had  a  good  deal  of  water  in 
her,  coming  partly  through  a  port  of  which  the  glass  was  out ; 
that  the  pumps  were  choked;  and  that  the  water  was  too  high  to 
allow  the  mate  and  engineer  to  get  at  the  machinery.     From 

(J)  2  Maritime  Law  Cases,  387.  (6)  8  C.  Rob.  355,  and  see  Pritcb. 

(2)  1  Dodson,  414;   S.  0.  2  Prit-      Dig.  p.  730,  par.  9. 

chard's  Digest,  841.  (7)  3  Hagg.  204;   and  see  Pritcb. 

(3)  Unreported.  Dig.  p.  731,  par.  14. 

(4)  2Knapp,390.  (8)  2  L.  T.  (N.S.)  696;  and  see 

(5)  2  Moore,  P.  a  (N.S.)  243.  Pritch.  Dig.  p.  781,  par.  17. , 

(9)  2  Hagg.  263 ;  and  see  Pritch.  Dig.  p.  731,  par.  19. 
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J.  0.  what  tliey  observed,  and  from  the  fact  that  her  own  master  and 
1874  orew  had  abandoned  her,  those  who  made  the  examination  might 
'^  fairly  conclude  that  the  condition  of  this  derelict  vessel  was  far 
**  AnKBiQrs."  worse  than  it  afterwards  proved  to  be.  The  master  and  crew  of 
the  Spray,  with  the  aid  of  two  men  whom  the  master  of  the 
Auburn  agreed  to  leave  for  that  purpose,  nevertheless  undertook 
the  task  of  taking  the  AmMque  to  a  port  of  safety.  It  is  unne- 
cessary to  state  in  detail  the  measures  which  they  adopted  for  this 
purpose.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  Spray,  having  towed  the 
AmSrique  during  the  whole  of  the  night  of  the  15th,  at  the  rate  of 
about  two  knots  an  hour,  sighted  the  F.  7.  Barry  early  in  the  mom* 
ing  of  the  16th,  made  signals  to  her,  and  ultimately  agreed  with  her 
that  she  should  assist  in  towing  the  Amerique  to  a  safe  port  The 
two  steamers,  with  more  or  less  of  misadventure,  succeeded  in 
getting  the  Amirique  safely  into  Plymouth  on  the  evening  of  the 
18th  of  April ;  but  she  continued  to  be  under  charge  of  the  master 
and  crew  of  the  Spray  until  7  p.m.  of  the  following  day,  when  she 
was  taken  in  charge  by  the  collector  of  customs. 

The  admitted  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  thus  salved  ig 
£190,000. 

The  Spray  was  a  screw  steamship  of  393  tons  net  register, 
manned  by  a  crew  of  sixteen  hands,  all  told,  with  engines  of 
80  horse-power  nominal,  but  working  up  to  390  horse-power.  She 
had  left  Newport  on  the  12th  of  April  laden  with  coals  and  bound 
for  GibraUar.  And  it  is  pleaded  that  at  the  time  of  the  services 
she  was  of  the  value  of  about  £15,000 ;  her  cafgo  being  of  the 
value  of  £650 ;  and  her  freight  out  and  home  being  of  the  value  of 
£1270.  She  does  not  appear  to  have  sustained  any  serious  damage 
during  the  service,  beyonl  breaking  her  hawser,  and  having  two 
butts  on  the  port  side  torn  out.  In  fact,  by  her  pleading  she 
assesses  this  damage  at  only  £60  ;  the  loss  incurred  by  the  owners 
by  reason  of  the  deviation  from  lier  voyage  at  £130 ;  and  the  ex« 
traordinary  expenses  incurred  by  them  at  £379  6&  9d. 

The  F.  T.  Barry  is  an  iron  screw  steamship  of  the  burthen  of 
545  tons  net  register,  valued  at  about  £20,000,  and  propelled  by 
two  compound  direct  acting  engines  of  99  horse-power,  working 
up  to  400.  Her  crew  at  the  time  of  the  salvage  service  consisted 
of  her  master  and  twenty-two  hands.    She  was  homeward  bound. 
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haying  left  Vitta  Beat  in  PorluffaJ,  with  a  cargo  of  mineral  ore       J.  C. 
and  froit  of  the  value  of  £4000  for  NemaMe,  on  the  9th  of  April,       1874 
1874.    She  seems  to  have  sustained  damage  to  the  amount  of       tob 
£600;  and  to  have  been  delayed  on  her  voyage  for  repairs  for  "Am^biqie/* 
about  twenty-one  days. 

There  were  two  distinct  suits  for  salvage.  The  one  by  the 
owners,  master,  and  crew  of  the  Spray  ;  the  other  by  the  owners, 
masters,  and  crews  of  both  the  F.  T.  Barry  and  of  the  Auibwm. 
These  suits  were  heard  together  before  the  Judge  of  the  Admi- 
ralty Court,  who  awarded  by  way  of  salvage  the  gross  sum  of 
£30,000,  which  he  divided  in  the  following  proportions,  viz. : — 
£15,500  to  the  Spray;  £14,000  to  the  F.  T.  Barry  \  and  £500 
to  the  Auburn — these  sums  to  be  taken  in  full  satisfaction  of  all 
damages  and  expenses,  as  well  as  in  compensation  for  the  salvage 
services. 

The  present  appeal  is  against  that  decision. 

That  the  vessel  salved  was  a  derelict,  and  that  she  and  her  cargo 
were  saved  by  the  exertions  of  the  Bespondents ;  that  their  ser- 
vices were  in  a  high  degree  meritorious  and  deserved  a  large 
measure  of  remuneration,  are  propositions  which  are  not  disputed 
by  the  Appellants.  But  they  contend  that  the  sum  awarded  by 
the  learned  Judge  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  those  services,  and 
on  the  ground  of  its  exorbitancy  ought  to  be  reduced  by  this 
Tribunal  sitting  as  a  Court  of  Appeal. 

The  jurisdiction  thus  invoked  is  one' which  this  Committee,  and 
also  as  would  appear  from  The  Cuba  (1)  the  Court  of  Admiralty, 
when  sitting  as  an  Appellate  Court,  has  always  been  slow  to  exer- 
cise.  The  general  rule  of  non-interference  has  been  within  the 
last  few  years  stated  and  enforced  at  this  Board  in  The  Clarisse 
and  The  Neplwie^  both  reported  in  12  Moore's  P.C.  Beports;  The 
Carrier  Dove  (2),  The  FusUier  (3),  and  The  England  (4).  The 
object  of  the  appeal  was  in  The  Clarisse  and  The  England  to  in- 
crease in  the  other  cases,  to  reduce  the  amount  awarded.  The 
general  rule  is  nowhere  better  stated  than  in  The  Clarisse,  in 
which  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  said :  ^'  It  is  a  settled  rule,  and 
one  of  great  utility  with  reference  to  cases  of  this  description,  that 

(1)  1  Lush.  14  5  S.  0.  6  Jur.  (N.S.)  152.         (3)  8  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  269. 

(2)  2  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.a)  243.  (4)  6  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  344. 
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J.  c.       the  difference  (tbat  is  the  difference  between  the  sum  awarded, 

1874        and  that  which  the  Appellate  Court  may  think  ought  to  have 

rpQ        been  awarded)  must  be  yery  considerable  to  induce  a  Court  of 

"AMJMQPfc'*  Appeal  to  interfere  upon  a  question  of  mere  discretion."    And  in 

The  Neptwne  Lord  Kingsdown^  after  citing  this  passage  from  the 

judgment  in  The  Cla/risse^  obseryed  that  the  same  rule  must  apply 

in  diminishing  the  amount  of  compensation  which  is  applied  in 

increasing  it. 

The  cases  which  establish  and  illustrate  the  exception  to  the 
general  rule  are  The  Thetis  (1),  The  Scindia  and  True  Blue  (2), 
and  The  Olendurar  (3),  in  which  the  amount  awarded  was  increased, 
and  The  Inca  (4),  and  The  Chetah  (5)|  in  which  it  was  reduced. 
It  may  be  observed  that,  in  deliyering  judgment  in  The  Chetah, 
Lord  Chdmsford  stated  that  "  it  had  been  agreed  by  the  counsel 
on  both  sides  that  no  case  was  to  be  found  where,  upon  an  appeal 
from  a  decree  for  salvage  services,  the  amount  awarded  had  ever 
been  reduced."  Sut  this  statement  of  the  authorities  was  obviously 
inaccurate,  since  the  case  of  The  Inca^  in  which  the  amount 
awarded  was  largely  reduced,  and  in  which  the  judgment  of  this 
Board  was  delivered  by  Dr.  Lushington^  was  decided  in  1858. 
Upon  the  authorities  -  it  cannot  be  doubted,  nor,  indeed,  was  it 
denied  at  the  Bar,  that  the  amount  awarded  niay  be  reduced  if 
the  Appellate  Court  is  satisfied  (to  use  the  words  of  Dr.  Lushington 
in  The  Cuba),  that  it  ''  is  so  exorbitant,  so  manifestly  excessive, 
that  it  would  not  be  just  to  confirm  it." 

To  establish  a  case  for  the  exercise  of  this  exceptional  and 
delicate  jurisdiction  it  would  obviously  be  material  to  shew  that 
the  Judge  of  first  instance,  in  estimating  the  amount  of  remu- 
neration to  be  awarded,  had  miscarried,  by  allowing  his  judgment 
to  be  influenced  by  something  which  ought  not  to  haye  influenced 
it  at  all;  or  else  either  by  giving  undue  consideration,  or  by 
failing  to  give  due  consideration,  to  some  circumstance  fairly 
within  his  consideration.  And  accordingly,  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  Appellants  have  laboured  to  shew  some  such  miscarriage 
in  the  judgment  under  appeal. 

(1)  2  Knapp,  390.  (3)  8  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  22. 

(2)  4  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  101.  (4)  12  Moore,  P.  C.  189. 

.  (5)  5  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  178. 
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Their  argaments  were  founded  first,  on  the  obaervationB  made  J.O. 
by  the  learned  Jadge  in  pronouncing  against  the  defence,  founded  1S74 
on  alleged  acts  of  pillage  on  the  part  of  the  salyors,  which  was  Tm 
originally  set  up  by  the  Appellants.  Their  Lordships,  however,  "Amjmqot.* 
cannot  see  the  slightest  ground  for  supposing  that»  whatever  the 
learned  Judge  may  have  felt  touching  this  plea,  he  allowed  that 
feeling  in  any  degree  to  affect  his  judgment  in  estimatbg*the 
amount  of  remuneration  which  he  awarded.  Another  argument 
was  more  plausibly  founded  on  the  reference  made  by  the  learned 
Judge  to  the  French  law,  and  to  the  compensation  which  a  French 
Court  would  have  awarded  to  the  salvors  had  they  carried  this 
•derelict  vessel  into  Bred.  It  must,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion, 
be  admitted  that,  if  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Judge  was  in- 
fluenced by  that  consideratioD,  it  was  not  properly  so  influenced* 
The  consideration  how  the  Ciourts  of  another  country,  and  that 
the  country  of  the  owners  of  the  vessel  salved,  would  deal  with  a 
subject  communia  jwris^  like  salvage,  might  be  legitimate  and 
even  useful  if  the  Courts  of  that  country  proceeded  upon  the 
«ame  principles  as  those  which  govern  our  Courts.  But  where 
it  appears  that  the  French  Courts  are  governed  by  a  positive 
rule  of  law  which  prescribes  that  a  fixed  proportion  of  the  value 
of  a  derelict  is  to  be  awarded  to  the  salvors,  and  that  our  Courts 
have  for  nearly  two  centuries  repudiated  that  hard  and  fast  rule  of 
proportion,  it  is  obvious  that  nothing  can  be  deduced  from  the 
French  law  except  an  inference  that  the  Appellants  might  have 
been  in  a  worse  case  if  their  ship  had  been  carried  into  a  French 
port  It  affords  no  ingredient  which  can  legitimately  be  imported 
into  the  calculation  of  the  sum  to  be  decreed  against  them  in  an 
English  Court 

Their  Lordships  however  though  unable  to  account  altogether 
for  this  reference  to  the  law  of  France^  find  that  in  the  paragraph 
in  the  judgment  which  immediately  follows  it^  the  learned  Judge 
expressly  stated  that  the  case  was  to  be  decided  by  the  Ux  fori; 
and  their  Lordships  are  therefore  not  satisfied  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  decide  it  upon  the  principles  by  which  his  own  Court  is 
habitually  governed  without  reference  to  the  French  law.  They 
will  therefore  deal  with  the  question  before  them  as  simply  one 
of  alleged  excess  or  exorbitancy. 

Vol.  VI.  8  2  L 
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^.  a  It  seems  to  be  indisputable  that  the  amount  awarded  in  thi» 

1874  case  is  larger  than  any  that  was  ever  awarded  by  an  English  Court 
T^  of  Admiralty,  except  that  giyen  in  the  case  of  The  Thetis  (1).  The 
**Aii^mQus.»  services  in  that  case  however  were  of  the  highest  merit.  They 
lasted  during  many  months;  they  involved  the  use  of  ingenious 
and  complicated  machinery ;  actual  loss  of  life  in  at  least  one  case ; 
actual  loss  of  health  in  many  cases;  great  hardships,  exposure^ 
and  privations  to  all  actively  concerned  in  them.  In  the  present 
case  their  Lordships,  without  wishing  in  the  slightest  degree  to- 
detract  from  the  courage  with  which  the  salvors  undertook  and 
the  ability  with  which  they  performed  the  services  in  question^ 
cannot  but  observe  that  those  services  considered  with  reference- 
to  their  duration,  to  the  danger  to  life  incurred  by  the  men,  to  the 
damage  or  risk  of  damage  incurred  by  the  vessels  employed,  and 
to  the  consequences  or  probable  consequences  of  their  deviations* 
from  the  voyages  on  which  they  were  employed,  &11  far  short  of 
services  which  in  other  cases,  and  even  in  cases  of  derelict,  hare 
been  remunerated  by  much  smaller  suma  It  follows  then,  that 
the  value  of  the  property  salved  is  the  consideration  on  which  if 
at  all  this  exceptional  award  of  remuneration  k(  to  be  justified.. 
And  this  raises  the  question  to  what  extent,  if  any,  undue  effect 
has  been  given  to  that  consideration. 

It  was  argued  on  the  authority  of  a  case  decided  by  Dr» 
LuddnffUm  in  1866  (The  Syrian,  reported  in  2  Maritime  Law  Cases^ 
p.  387)  that  the  value  of  the  property  salved  is  material  only  in  so 
&r  as  it  supplies  a  fund  adequate  to  the  payment  of  a  liberal 
remuneration  for  the  services  rendered ;  and  that  it  ought  not 
further  to  affect  the  measure  of  that  remuneration.  The  passage 
in  Dr.  LiuihingUm's  judgment  which  is  relied  upon  is  as  follows : 
''In  dealing  with  the  present  case,  the  Court  also  bears  in  mind 
that  there  is  a  large  amount  of  property  salved ;  but  for  the  single 
purpose  of  remembering  that  it  is  enabled  out  of  an  ample  fund 
fitly  to  remunerate  meritorious  services  well  performed ;  and  the 
Court  does  not  hold  the  large  value  of  the  property  salved  as  a 
fund  for  attempting  to  extort  from  the  owners  of  that  property  ot 
from  the  underwriters,  as  the  case  may  be,  more  than  full  Teoom-^ 
pense  for  such  services."    Their  Lordships  do  not  think  that  this 

(1)  2  Knapp,  890. 
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passage  can  jbirly  be  taken  to  import  a  rnling  that  the  quantum  J.O. 
of  remuneration  is  not  in  any  degree  to  be  affected  by  the  value  1874 
of  the  property  salyed.  Snch  a  ruling  woold  be  hardly  consistent  thb 
with  what  the  same  learned  Jndge  has  laid  down  in  his  judgment  "^'•^^•'' 
delivered  by  him  at  this  Board  in  the  case  of  The  True  Blue  (1) 
in  1866.  He  then  dted  what  Lord  SkaweB  had  laid  down  in  The 
AquHa  (2)  to  the  effect  that  ^'the  proper  mode  of  considering  the 
question  is,  what  is  the  fit  and  proper  amount  with  reference  to 
all  the  circumstances  including  the  value  of  the  property  salved 
and  the  risk  to  the  property  of  the  salvors?"  And  at  p.  106  he 
assigns  the  value  of  the  vessel  salved  as  a  ground  on  which  their 
Lordships  ought  to  increase  the  sum  awarded  by  way  of  salvage 
remuneraticm  by  the  Oourt  below.  That  the  value  of  the  property 
salved  is,  to  some  extent,  to  be  treated  as  an  ingredient  in  the 
calculation  of  the  quantum  of  salvage  remuneration,  is  a  proposi- 
tion which  might  be  supported  by  a  long  series  of  decisions,  begin* 
ning  with  those  c^  Lord  StowdX  in  The  WHliam  Beckford  (3),  and 
Sir  John  NiduU  in  2%6  Induuhry  (4),  and  commg  down  to  the 
present  time.  And  their  Lordships  do  not  conceive  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  learned  Judge  who  decided  the  case  of  The 
Syrian  to  run  counter  to,  or  even  to  qualify  the  decisions  of  his 
predecessors  on  this  point  The  rule  seems  to  be  that  though  the 
value  of  the  property  salved  is  to  be  considered  in  the  estimate  of 
the  remuneration,  it  must  not  be  allowed  to  raise  the  quantum  to 
an  amount  altogether  out  of  proportion  to  the  services  actually 
rendered.  And  this  is  consistent  with  what  is  said  by  Lord  Stowett 
in  The  Blendett  EaU  (5) :  ''  In  fixing  a  proportion  of  the  value  the 
Court  is  in  the  habit  of  giving  a  smaller  proportion  where  the  pro- 
perty is  large,  and  a  higher  proportion  where  the  value  is  small, 
and  for  this  obvious  reason,  that  in  property  of  small  value  a  small 
proportion  would  not  hold  out  a  su£Soient  consideration ;  whereas 
in  cases  of  considerable  value  a  smaller  proportion  would  afford  no 
inadequate  compensation." 

Applying  these  principles,  their  Lordships^  with  the  most  anxious 
desire  not  to  infringe  the  wholesome  rule  which  allows  great  lati- 

(1)  4  Moore,  P.  0.  (N.S.)  104.  (8)  8  C.  Rob.  866. 

(2)  1  0.  Bob.  87.  (4)  8  Hagg.  208. 

(6)  1  DodBon,  42L 
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J.  0.  tnde  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court  of  first  instance  in  cases  of 
1874  Ihis  description,  haye  been  unable  to  resist  the  conclusion  that  the 
^^  learned  Judge  has  given  undue  weight  in  this  case  to  the  value  of 
^^AMJaKSDE."  ii^Q  property  salved,  and  has  consequently  awarded  a  sum  which, 
having  regard  to  the  services  rendered,  their  Lordships  must  pro- 
nounce to  be  excessive.  Taking  into  consideration  all  the  circum- 
stances  of  the  case,  the  nature  and  duration  of  the  services,  and 
also  the  fact  dwelt  upon  by  the  learned  Judge  that  the  merit  of 
the  salvors  was  enhanced  by  their  removing  what  might  have 
proved  a  dangerous  obstacle  to  navigation,  and  giving  the  utmost 
weight  due  to  the  value  of  the  property  salved,  their  Lordships 
are  of  opinion  that  £18,000  is  the  utmost  amount  that  can  be 
given  consistently  with  justice  to  the  owners  of  the  AmMque,  and 
the  rules  which  govern  the  ordinary  practice  of  Courts  of  Admi- 
ralty in  England.  And  they  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that 
the  sum  awarded  be  reduced  to  that  amount.  Following  the  pre- 
cedents of  The  Inea{l)  and  The  Chelah{2),  they  think  that  each 
party  should  bear  their  own  costs  of  this  appeal  They  do  not  pro- 
pose  to  alter  the  proportions  in  which  the  judgment  under  appeal 
has  apportioned  the  sum  awarded  amongst  the  different  classes  of 
salvors,  and  the  result  of  their  Lordships'  judgment  will  be  that 
the  sum  awarded  to  each  class  will  be  diminished  by  two-fifths. 

Solicitors  for  the  owners  of  the  Amirique:   Messrs.   Siokei, 
Saunders^  &  Stokes. 
^  Solicitor  for  the  owners  of  the  F.  T,  Barry :  Mr.  T.  Cooper. 

Solicitors  for  the  owners  of  the  Spray :  Messrs.  Pritehard  dt  Sons. 

(1)  12  Moore,  P.  C.  189.  (2)  5  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  178. 
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•ASAHMnCBHT  OV  8BIP :  Se^  Mabinb  Insub- 

ANOB. 

AOCSPTAVOQB  07  VOTIOS  07  ABA]n)OraSRT: 

See  Mabinb  Inbubahcb. 
AOSST :  See  HABiNa  Inscbanob. 


fiBXAOH  07  WABBAITTT: 

ABGE. 


See  Habixb  Ikbub- 


CATATITAW OrnL  POPE,  Art  809:  See  Wnxs. 

^ZBimCATX  7B0X  BOASD  07  lAHD  AHB 
WORKS:  See  Constbuotioh  of  Sbot.  98 
OP  Victoria  Land  Act,  1869. 

'OOBX  VAPOlioV.]  Tlie  domain  of  R,  B^  though 
consisting  of  diflferent  parcels,  was  held  ss  one 
subject,  in  certain  definite  but  undivided  shares, 
%jr  the  eommunistee  (some  of  whom  were  iofants) 
under  titles  which  were  not  traced  or  traceable  to 
a  common  orinn.  On  the  Srd  of  Mav,  1859,  it 
was  sold  by  licitation,  N,  C.  and  his  wife,  already 
entitled  to  five-eighths  share  thereof,  being  de- 
clared the  purchasers.  The  purchase-money  re- 
maining unpaid,  the  co-heirs  of  P.  and  of  his  wife, 
being  entitled  to  the  three-eighths  share  which 
formed  the  residue  of  the  domain,  were  entitled 
to  that  proportion  of  the  purchase-money. — la 
September,  1866,  the  domain  was  again  sold  at 
the  instance  of  N.  C*$  creditors  to  the  Respon- 
dent. The  balance  of  the  purchase-money  paid 
by  him  was  claimed  by  the  Appellants,  who  nad 
tMsquired  by  subrogation,  in  respect  of  debts  in- 
"Coned  by  N,  C.  and  P.  iointly,  or  by  one  or  other 
of  them  sinffly,  before  the  sale  of  1859,  the  rights 
of  N,  C.  and  P.  in  the  fnnd.  The  said  balance 
was  also  claimed  by  the  Respondent  as  the 
-assignee  of  certain  creditors  of  ^.  C,  whose  debts 
were  incurred  after  the  sale  of  1859. — ^The  co- 
licitants  of  1859  did  not  inscribe  their  privile^  in 
respect  of  the  unpaid  purchase-money  within 
«ixty  days,  under  Art  2109  of  the  Code :  the  Ap- 
pellants did  not  after  the  licitation  inscribe  their 
claims  against  N.  C.  as  charges  upon  the  whole 
estate  in  his  hands ;  nor  their  claims  against  the 
estate  of  P.  as  charges  upon  what  might  be 
coming  to  that  estate ;  but  on  the  21st  of  April, 
1860,  tiie  Coneervateur  dee  HifpolMque$j  ex  officio, 
tmder  Art  2108,  inscribed  a  privilege  in  favour  of 
the  whole  body  of  oo-licitants,  as  unpaid  vendors, 
^or  the  whole  amount  of  the  unpaid  purohase- 
money.— The  debts  in  respect  of  which  the  Re- 
VoL.  VL— P.  C. 


OOBE  VABQUMIB— continued, 
spondent  daimed  were  all  duly  inscribed  as 
hvpothdquei  subsequent  to  the  21st  of  April, 
1860 1'-^dd,  that  by  force  of  the  French  law  re- 
lating to  ^  inscription,"  the  Appellants  had  lost 
their  priority,  and  that  their  claims  must  be  post- 
ponea  to  that  of  the  Respondent ;  because,  first, 
the  licitation  of  1859  having  been  purposely 
taken  with  a  view  to  a  partition  and  the  cesser  of 
indivision  between  the  eommunietee,  must  be  re- 
garded as  a  partition,  and  not  as  a  sale ;  second, 
the  oo-licitants  were  within  the  principle  of  Art. 
88S,  and  as  eo^rtageanie  lost  their  privilege  in 
respect  of  unpaid  purchase-monev  by  their  omis- 
sion to  inscrioe  it  within  sixtjr  days  under  Art 
2109;  third,  although  the  pri^ege  degenerated 
into  a  hypolhique,  yet  the  ex  officio  inscription  of 
the  21st  of  April,  1860,  was  not  tantamount  to  an 
inscription  of  a  hypotheque  under  Art  2148.  Such 
inscription  opented  as  notice  that  the  whole 
purcbase-money  was  unpaid,  but  did  not  confer 
priority  of  charge  under  the  Code  in  respect  of  a 
particular  share  thereof!  Goubtaux  v,  Hewbt- 
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OOJIBITIOVAL IBOACT;  See  VoBrsnxBE. 

OOSDITiOVAL  FUS0EA8B  B7  TBU8TU :   See 
Gbown  Lands  Alixnatiov  Act. 

00JI8TBVCII0V :  See  Enolzsh  Law  nr  Febang. 

OOHSTBirCIIOH  07  SBOT.  98  07  LAHB  ACT, 
1860.]  A  lessee  under  the  Land  Act,  1862  ,and 
the  7th  section  of  the  Amending  Land  Act  of  1 865, 
who  has  obtained  a  oertifloate  under  the  Transfer 
of  Land  Act,  1866^  and  has  performed  all  the 
obligations  under  his  lease,  including  the  obliga- 
tion to  improve,  imposed  by  sect  86  of  the  Land 
Act,  1862,  and  has  incurred  no  penalty,  is  entitled 
to  a  grant  of  his  allotment  in  fee  without  obtain- 
ing a  certificate  under  sect.  98  of  the  Land  Act, 
1869,  from  the  Board  of  Land  and  Works  that 
such  last-mentioned  obligation  has  been  fulfiUed. 
— Sect.  98  applies  solely  to  cases  where  a  penalty 
has  been  incurred.  According  to  the  true  con- 
struction thereof!  whenever  a  penalty  has  boon 
incurred  the  governor  may  ddfaiand  it  before  issu- 
ing a  grant  but  it  is  not  made  obligatory  on  him 
to  do  so ;  provided  that  no  grant  shall  be  issued 
when  a  penaltv  has  been  once  incurred,  unless 
the  applicant  shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  of 
the  board  that  the  provisionB  referred  to  in  the 
saotion  have  been  at  some  previous  time  complied 
8  2M: 
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IWB—^itmtinued, 
with,  or,  fiekiling  thai,  has   paid   the  penalt;^. 
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COmSVCnYB  AOCgPTAirCB  OT  VOnCB  07 
ABAHTOnOOIT :  See  Mabine  Iksub- 

AFGI. 

CBOWK  LAHDS  AUZVAnOV  ACT,  1861, 1. 18.] 
In  a  anit  for  a  deolaration  that  the  Respondent 
was  truBtee  for  the  Appellant  of  land  conditionally 
pnrchaaed  by  the  former  under  the  New  Bwuk 
WdUe  Croum  Lande  MimatitmAct,  1861,  with  the 
moneys  of  the  latter,  and  for  a  consequent  order 
for  conyeyanoe  in  aooordance  with  a  written 
agreement  whereby  the  Respondent  had  bound 
himself  to  ftilfil  the  statutory  conditions  of  pur- 
chase, and  thereafter  to  transfer  to  the  Appellant ; 
the  Respondent  pleaded  that  such  agreement  was 
illegal,  and  contrary  to  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the 
said  Act,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Appellant  was 
not  entitled  to  the  transfer  sought  i—tlM  (rerer- 
sing  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court),  that  there 
should  be  a  declaration  that  the  lej^al  title  of  the 
Respondent  as  purobaser  was  held  by  him  as 
trustee  for  the  Appellant,  and  a  direction  that  the 
Respondent  do  proceed  to  complete  the  purchase 
according  to  the  terms  thereof,  and  thereafter  to 
execute  a  proper  conveyance  to  the  Appellant 
The  agreement,  admittedly  not  immoral  or  against 
public  policy,  is  not  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the 
18th  section  of  the  said  Act,  and  cannot  be 
annulled  or  tainted  with  illegality  on  any  conjec- 
tural view  of  the  policy  ot  the  Act.  Babton  v. 
HviB 184 

CSOWV  BSMSDIES  AHD  UABILITT  8IATUTJB; 
1865 :  See  Victobia  Lasid  Act. 

BAXAOB.]  The  steamship  A.  found  at  a  foreign 
port  the  S,j  a  screw  steamsiiip,  totally  disabled  in 
ner  machinery;  both  vessels  belonged  to  the 
same  owner.  The  captain  of  the  A.,  to  protect 
his  employers'  interest  and  earn  salva^  from  the 
owners  of  the  cargo  of  8.,,  took  the  S.  w  tow,  and 
towed  her  into  the  Enalith  Channeij  and  whilst 
so  doing  came  into  comsion  with  a  sailing-ship 
close  hauled  on  the  starboard  tack.  The  damage 
done  by  the  A,  caused  the  sailing-ship  to  sinx, 
but  before  she  sank  the  S.  ranged  up  alongside 
of  her  and  came  into  contact  with  her.  The  A, 
first  saw  the  green  light  of  the  ship  at  a  distance 
of  three  quarters  of  a  mile,  and  then,  instead  of 
slackening  speed  or  starboarding  her  helm,  at- 
tempted to  cross  the  bows  of  the  ship.  The  ship 
saw  at  two  miles'  distance  the  A.  and  R,  with  a 
great  length  of  hawtser  between  them,  and  tlie  red 
lights  of  both,  and  kept  her  course  i-^Held,  first, 
that  the  A,  was  to  blame  fur  the  collision : — Sell, 
also  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty)  that,  having  regard  to  the  exceptional 
circumstances  under  which  the  towing  was  under- 
taken, the  goTcming  as  well  as  the  motive  power 
being  wholly  with  {he  A.,  the  S,  was  not  liable  to 
be  condemned  in  damages  occasioned  by  the  col- 
lision. The  S.  cannot  be  deemed,  in  intendment 
of  law,  to  be  one  vessel  with  the  A.,  or  liable  for 
her  negligence.— TA«  Cleadm  (H  Moore's  P.  C. 
Cases,  97)  distinguished.  Unioh  Steamship  Com- 
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PAKA0ES ;  See  WmnHAWT  SHiPPniQ  Act  Aj|gsgi>- 

MSHT  Act. 
PAKAOES  TOR  JAIME  VOUXK  OT  SSOUX^ 

WITHOUT  PROOF    OT    XALICB    OR. 

WART   OF   FBORARLB   OATJBE :    See 

SRBBmr  OF  Nsw  South  Walb. 
BIBCRBnOR  OF  TKR  lOWZR  OOTIRT :  See  Sal- 

vaob  SiBvicn. 
BIlTRIBUnOV  OF  IROULAIIVR  POWXR] 
1.  HM,  that  the  Act  of  the  provincial  legiiJature- 
of  Quebeo  (83  Yict.  c.  58),  which  purported  to  re* 
lieve  by  legislation  the  appellant  society,  appear^ 
ing  on  the  fiioe  of  the  Act  to  have  been  in  a  state 
of  extreme  financial  embarrassment,  is  within  the 
legislative  capacity  of  that  legishiture.~The  Act 
related  expressly  to  '*a  matter  merelT  of  a  local 
or  private  nature  in  the  province,"  which,  by  the- 
92nd  sect,  of  the  Britieh  North  Ameriea  Act,  1867, 
passed  by  the  Imperial  Parliament,  is  assigned  to 
the  exclusive  competency  of  the  provincial  legia- 
latnre ;  and  does  not  faU  within  the  cateeory  or 
bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  or  any  other  class  of 
subjects  by  the  91st  section  of  the  last-mentioaed 
Act  reserved  for  the  exclusive  iMpslative  authority 
of  the  Parliament  of  Canada.  L' UirroN  St.  Jaoqub^ 

DX  MOITTBBAL  V,  BbLIBLB        ...         31 

8.  ^-*  Held,  that  the  Act  of  the  provincial 
legislature  of  New  Brunemek  (33  Vict.  c.  47),  in> 
tituled  ^  an  Act  to  authorize  the  issuing  of  de- 
bentures on  the  credit  of  the  lower  diAtrict  of  the 
parish  of  SL  Stephen,  in  the  coun^  of  Charhite** 
which  empowered  the  majority  of  the  inhabitants 
of  that  parish  to  raise  by  local  taxation  a  subsidy, 
designed  to  promote  the  construction  of  a  nulway 
extending  beyond  the  limits  of  the  province,  but 
already  authorised  by  statute,  is  witnin  the  legis- 
lative capacity  of  that  legislatura—Under  art  2 
of  sect.  92  of  the  Britieh  N<nih  Amenea  Act,  1867,. 
passed  by  the  Imperial  Parliament,  the  provincial 
legislature  is  enabled  to  impose  direct  taxatioik 
for  a  local  purpose  upon  a  particular  locality 
within  the  province.— The  Act  in  question  relatea 
to  *'  a  matter  of  a  merely  local  or  private  natore- 
in  the  province.**  which  by  the  92nd  section  oT 
the  Imperial  Act  is  assigned  to  the  exclusive 
competency  of  the  provincial  legislature,  and  does 
not  relate  to  the  railway,  or  anv  local  work  or 
undertaking  within  the  excepted  subjects  men- 
tioned in  art.  10,  sub-sect  (a)  of  the  sud  section. 
— L*  Union  SL  Jaequee  de  Montreal  v.  Dame  Julie 
Battle  (Law  Rep.  6  P.  C.  31)  approved.  Dow  «« 
Black  -.---.     27R^ 

SO0LE8IA8TIOAL  BURIAL.]  (?.,  a  lay  Roman 
Catholic  parishioner  of  Montreal,  on  the  18th  of 
November,  1869,  died,  a  member  of  the  *'  InttUtU 
Canadien,**  a  literary  societv  which  had  incurred 
ecclesiastical  censures.  In  his  lifetime  a  pastoral* 
letter  of  the  Bishop  of  Montreal  had  forbidden 
such  membership  on  pain  of  being  deprived  of  the 
Sacrament  *'  mime  a  Vartide  de  la  mort."  Dnring^ 
illness  the  priest  who  administered  unction  had 
refased  to  administer  Holy  Communion ;  and 
at  his  death  six  yean  thereafter  the  eur^  of  Ifoa- 
treal,  under  the*  direction  of  the  bishop,  refused 
**la  ifyulture  eeoUriaetiquey*  after  request  duly 
made  in  that  behalf;  that  is  to  say,  the  said  canr 
refused  burial  in  the  larger  part  of  the  local 
cemeteiy,  in  which  Roman  Catnolios  are  usually 
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boried  with  the  rites  of  the  obnroh,  and  in  which 
•ihe  graves  are  consecrated ;  bnt  he  offered  borial 
without  rites  in  the  smaller  or  reserved  part,  in 
which  the  graves  are  never  consecrated,  and  in 
which  are  Dnried  unbaptized  infieknts,  criminals, 
and  those  who  hove  died  "  $anB  lea  tecoun  ou  iss 
•  meremenU  de  VEgliae,"  This  proposal  was  re- 
. jected,  though  0,*$  widow  offered  to  accept  burial 
in  the  larger  part  without  religious  services. — On 
-e,  petition  by  6.*8  widow  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
Bespondents  upon  receipt  of  the  customary  fees 
io  bury  0*8  body  in  the  eaid  cemetery  conform- 
ably to  usage  and  law,  and  to  enter  such  burial 
in  the  civil  register,  a  writ  of  summons  was  issued 
by  the  Superior  Court  which,  in  substance,  called 
upon  the  Respondents  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ 
'OC  mandamus  should  not  be  issued.  Thereupon 
the  Bespondents  petitioned,  inter  atiOy  that  the 
writ  being  of  summons  and  not  of  mandamus, 
jni^ht  be  annulled  for  irregularity ;  traversed  the 
PlamtifTs  petition  and  pluided.  first,  the  irregu- 
larity above  mentioned ;  seconaly,  that  they  had 
not  refused,  but  had  offered  such  burial  as  (/.  was 
'entitled  to;  thirdly,  that  they  were  le^  pro- 
prietors of  the  cemetery,  free  ih>m  dvU  inter- 
ference or  control  as  respects  the  service  of 
xeligion  and  the  exercise  of  its  ceremonies,  and 
were  legally  entitled  to  point  out  the  precise  spot 
in  the  cemetery  where  each  burial  was  to  be 
made;  that  they  were  also  dvil  ofBcers  within 
H)ertain  limits,  and  civilly  responsible  in  that 
•capacity  only ;  that  they  had  ofrared  such  burial, 
and  refused  nothing  bnt  ecclesiastical  burial,  on 
the  ground  that  G,  had  been  for  ten  vears  pre- 
viously to  his  death  "notoriously  and  pubholy 
•subject  to  canonical  penalties^"  resulting  from  the 
before-mentioned  membership,  and  at  the  direc- 
tion of  the  proper  ecclesiastical  authorities.  Thev 
fturther,  in  special  replication  to  the  Plaintiirs 
answer,  denied  that  the  civil  Courts  could  examine 
the  grounds  of  refusing  ecdesiastioal  burial,  wludi 
they  nevertheless  specified,  averring  that  in  con- 
sequence of  the  premises  G,  must  be  considered 
*^  un  pSeheur  pubUe^"  and  as  such  deprived  of  eo- 
cleBiastieal  burial  by  the  Bk>man  Catholic  ritual. 
— Heldf  firstly,  that  the  writ  of  summons  was  in 
proper  form  acoordine  to  the  Code  of  Procedure 
in  GSdiKuia  .-—Seconal V,  that  G,  never  having 
been  excommunicated  namtnattm,  and  never 
having  been  adjudged  or  proved  to  he  *'  unp^ekewr 
jpubUe  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  Quebec  ritual, 
was  not  at  the  time  of  his  death  under  any  such 
valid  ecclesiastical  sentence  or  censure  as  would, 
4Mscording  to  the  Queheo  ritual,  or  any  law  binding 
upon  Boman  Catholics  in  Canada^  justify  the 
denial  of  ecclesiastical  sepulture  to  his  remains. — 
Thirdly,  that  the  Bespondents,  who  were  sued  in 
their  corporate  capacity  as  holders  of  land  and 
administrators  of  the  cemetery,  were  bound  to 
give  to  G*8  remains  burial  in  the  larger  part  of 
the  cemetery,  on  payment  of  the  accustomed  fees ; 
and  that  a  perempt(»ry  writ  of  mandamus  ahonld 
be  issued  aocoraingly.— Qti«r0,  whether  their 
liordsbips  would  have  power  in  a  suit  properly 
framed  nor  that  purpose  to  order  the  perronnance 
of  the  usual  religious  rites. — ^Althongh  the  Boman 
Catholic  Church  in  Canada  may,  on  the  conquest 
in  1762,  have  ceased  to  be  an  established  ohuzch 


XOCEUSEASIICAL  VUBJAL  ^continued, 
in  the  full  sense  of  the  term,  it  nevertheless  con- 
tinned  to  be  a  church  recognised  by  the  state,  re- 
taining its  endowments  and  continuing  to  have 
certain  rights  (ea.,  the  peroeption  of  dimes  from 
its  members)  enforceable  at  law.— Although  the 
CivU  Courts  in  Canada  may  not  be  competent  to 
entortain  a  suit  in  the  nature  of  the  appel  o(mvM 
cTabtM,"  yet  the  jurisprudence  and  precedents  re- 
lating to  such  a  suit  may  be  considered  as  evi- 
dencing the  law  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church 
in  Canada,— Long  v.  The  Bishop  of  Capehvon  (1 
Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)i61)  approved.— Even  if  the 
Boman  Catholic  Chuzdi  in  Canada  were  to  be 
regarded  merely  as  a  private  and  voluntary  re- 
ligious society  resting  only  upon  a  consensual 
basis.  Courts  of  Justice  are  still  bound,  when  due 
complaint  ii  made  that  a  member  of  the  society 
has  oeen  injured  as  to  his  rights  in  any  matter  of 
a  mixed  spiritual  and  tempcnal  character,  to  in- 
quire into  the  laws  and  rules  of  the  tribunal  or 
authority  which  has  inflicted  the  alleged  injury, 
and  to  ascertain  nhether  the  act  complained  ox 
was  in  accordance  with  the  law  and  rules  and 
discipline  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Churoh  which 
obtain  in  Lower  Canada,  and  whether  the  sen- 
tence, if  any,  by  which  it  Ib  sought  to  be  justified 
was  regularly  pronounced  b^  competent  authority. 
— Semble:  The  Ecclesiastical  Law  which  now 
governs  Boman  Catholics  in  Xotrar  Canada  must 
be  taken  to  be  identical  with  that  which  governed 
the  French  province  of  Quebeo;  except  so  far  as 
modifications  are  proved  to  have  been  introduced 
by  valid  consensual  contract. — ^Their  Lordships 
approved  the  refusal  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  to  receive  a  petition  of  recusation  against 
the  Judges,  alleging  that  thev  acknowledged  the 
Boman  autnorify,  and  were  thereby  disqualified 
to  try  whether  uie  civil  power  can  entertain  an 
^^appel  eomme  d^abus,"  Bbown  v.  Cuai,  &o^  de 
MoinBBAL  ....  -  167 
BVOLUH  LAW  nr  FIVAire.]  a  testatrix, 
after  appointing  four  exeouton,  made  over  to  them 
by  her  will  ''as  such"  all  her  property  and 
effects,  '<but  in  trust  always  for  the  purposes 
hereinafter  mentioned ;"  and  after  directing  them 
to  preserve  certain  houses  as  a  fiamily  house,  and 
giving  certain  specific  bequests,  disposed  of  the 
residue  of  her  estate  as  follows:— '*  As  regards 
the  remainder  of  my  real  and  personal  property 
of  what  kind  soever,  not  alreaay  disposed  of;  I 
direct  that  my  executors  shall  receive  and  coUect 
the  same  ficoih  all  persons  whateveic,  and  in  such 
manner  as  to  them  may  seem  proper,  and  I  direct 
that  they,  their  heirs,  sncoessors.  representatives, 
or  descendants^  may  applv  ana  distribute  the 
same,  all  circumstances  auly  considered,  in  such 
manner  and  to  such  parties  as  to  them  may  ap- 
pear justf  *  :—HMf  that,  according  to  the  true 
construction  of  the  above  clause,  there  was  no 
absolute  gift  to  the  executon  as  individuals.  The 
residue  was  not  severed  from  the  trust  with  which 
the  testatrix  had  dotbed  all  her  property  in  the 
hands  of  her  executors,  but  although  a  trust  was 
intended  to  be  created,  it  failed  for  want  of  ade- 
quate expression  of  it— A  gift  **Qf  the  upper 
Sstorev  of  four  specific  houses  or  shops  tobeoccu- 
ied  Dy  the  several  members  and  descendants  of 
C.  8.  0.  and  L.  K.  W.  as  already  proposed;"  i^ 


480 


INDKX. 


[P.  C.  Vol.  VI. 


Bvoum  LiLW  nr  pnrAire-oofUifitied. 

as  the  context  shewed,  as  a  family  house  for  the 
use  of  two  separate  families, /leU  to  he  void  for  im- 
oertainty,  and  as  denoting  an  intention  to  oreate 
apeipetuityw— A  deyise  of  ''two  plantations,  in 
which  the  grayes  of  the  family  are  placed,  to  be 
reserved  as  the  fiEunily  burying  place,  and  not  to 
be  mortgaged  or  sold,"  is  void  as  a  deviM  in  per- 
petuity.—A  direction  "  that  a  house  for  perform- 
ing religious  ceremonies  to  my  late  husund  and 
myself  be  erected'*  is  void;  sueh  a  devise  being 
in  perpetuity,  and  not  for  a  charitable  use. — ^The 
law  of  England  must,  having  regard  to  the  fioyal 
Charters  of  1807, 1826,  and  1855,  be  taken  to  be 
the  law  of  Penang  so  fitf  as  it  is  applicable  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  place,  and  modified  in  its 
application  by  these  circumstances.  En^Ush  sta- 
tutes, therefore,  in  their  nature  inapplicable  to 
Penano  are  not  introduced  along  with  the  general 
law  of  England, — Mayor  of  Lffom  Y-EaHlndia  Comr- 
pany  (lMoore,P.0.175)  approved.— The  rule  how- 
ever which  prevails  in  England  against  perpetui- 
ties, which  exists  independently  of  statutes,  and 
is  founded  upon  public  poliojry  is  part  of  the  law  of 
the  colony ;  so,  alsojthe  exception  to  that  rule  which 
exists  in  favour  of  charitable  uses,  passes  with  the 
rule  into  the  said  law.— CAoo^  Otoon  Nioh  v.  Spot- 
Hneoode  (Wood's  Oriental  Oases)  approved.— The 
power  of  appeal  to  Her  liajesty,and  the  authority 
of  the  Supreme  Oourt  of  the  Straits  SeUlanent  to 
grant  leave  to  do  so,  contained  in  the  letters  patent 
of  the  Queen  of  thelOth  of  August,  1855,  were  not 
abrogated  by  Ordinance  No.  5  of  1868,  establishing 
the  present  Supreme  Court.  All  the  provisions  of 
the  repealed  letters  patent  applicable  to  the  old 
Court  were  virtually  re-enactea  by  the  Ordinance, 
and  made  applicable  to  the  new  Oourt  which  was 
put  in  its  place.  Ybap  Chbah  Nso  v.  Ono  Cheng 
Ned Ml 

TAEBiaXTB.]  On  the  9th  of  August,  1868,  the 
ouri  of  the  parish  of  V.  was  appointed  the  special 
attorney  of  the  **  csuvre  et  fabnque"  at  a  meeting 
of  the  curi  and  present  and  past  marguHUtrs  of 
the/o^rujfiM,  to  execute  a  resolution  to  which  the 
meeting  had  come  to  oppose  the  formation  by  the 
Bespondents  (the  municipal  council  of  F.)  of  a 
street  across  the  land  of  the/o&ritiie  occupied  by 
the  owri, — ^In  an  action  brought  thereafter  by  the 
ettri  in  the  names  of  the  Appellants  against  the 
Bespondents,  praying  that  the  proceedings  of  the 
latter,  as  to  the  making  of  the  street,  might  be  de- 
darea  null  and  illegaT,  for  an  injunction  and  for 
damages.  Plea :  *'  Lafinde  non-recevoir,**  to  the 
effect  that  the  Appellants  were  not  competent  to 
bring  the  action,  inasmuch  as  tbey  were  not  au- 
thorized to  do  so  by  the  parishioners  regularly 
convened.  BepUcation :  the  "  auloruaiimi  ^  given 
was  suiBcient,  and  otherwise  could  only  be  aues- 
tioned  bytheparishiouers  and  ''/a&rtoistw"  them- 
selves.- ^eU,  that  the  *' atOoruathn"  was  in- 
sufficient and  a  nullity,  and  that  the  plea  of  **  La 
fin  de  non^eeevoir"  was  correct.  Li  all  ques- 
tions of  grave  consequence  affecting  their  parish 
the  pariuiioners,  in  the  absence  of  a  custom, 
strictly  proved,  to  the  contrary,  have,  on  principle 
and  authority,  a  right  to  be  oonsultea.  The 
margviUierB  chosen  by  the  parishioners  are  only 
invested  with  a  limited  power  sufficient  for  the 


TABBIQUS— oofittntied.  « 

tcansaction  of  the  ordinary  business  of  the  perish, 
and  for  the  supply  of  the  ordinary  necessities  of 
divine  worship.— &b  parte  Benouf  (1  Bev.  de  Le- 
gislation, p.  810)  approved.    QxmA  de  Vkbghebi8< 

V.  OOBPOBATIOK  DE  VXBCHiBB  -  -      880 

TOBVUTUBS.]    A  testatrix,  by  her  will  dated 
the  18th  of  May,  1861,  gave  the  usufruct  of  bcr 
estate  to  her  son,  the  Appellant,  charged  with, 
certain  annuities  in  favour  of  her  daughters  and 
sisters,  subject  to  tUe  following  condition: — *'Je 
vetut  et  ordimne  et  ma  voUmU  expresse  est  que  «t 
mes  ditesfiUeSj  ou  awsunedTdleSyVenait  afairesoit' 
direetement  ou  indirectement  aucune  dhnarche  quel- 
conquepour  contester  monprSsent  testament  j  qu*aior$ 
et  dans  ee  eas  mes  ditesfiUeSy  ou  aucune  belles  qui' 
voudraient  ainsi  chercfter  a  contester  mon  prhent 
testament,  soient  privies  ou  soit  privee  de  tons  droits 
queleonques  dans  ma  dite  suecession,  et  de  la  rente 
viagh^  susdite,  et  que  quant  a  oeUes  ou  edles  qtU 
voudrait  contester  mon  dit  testament,  le  legs  a  die 
fait  de  la  dite  rente  soit  non  avenu  et  oadue;  ear 
teUe  est  mon  intention  expresse.*' — One  of  tbe  said 
daughters,  her  husband  being  co-plaintiff  with  her 
^o  formd,  by  protracted  litigation,  unsucoessftilly 
impugned  the  said  will,  as  not  having  been  duly 
executed,  and  as  having  been  obtain^  by  franoL 
and  captation,  and  undue  influence  of  the  Appel- 
lant.   The^  obtained  a  decree  of  the  Superior 
Court,  avoidinpf  the  will  on  the  ground  of  in- 
formal  execution,  which  was  reversed  by  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench ;  the  Superior  Court  then 
on  remand  dismissed  the  suit,  having  decided  the 
issues  as  to  fraud  and  undue  influence  against 
them.    Those  issues  were  flnally  abandoned  by 
their  counsel  in  oral  argument  before  the  Privy 
Council. — ^In  an  action  bxou'ght  thereafter  by  the 
Bespondents  (the  said  daughter  and  her  husband)  i 
to  recover  from  the  Appdflant,  in  respect  of  the 
annuity  charged  upon  the  estate  as  above,  in 
which  the  Appellant  pleaded  a  forfeiture  thereof 
by  the  female  Bespondent  under  the  penal  claaae 
by  reason  of  said  litigation  :—H^^,  firstly,  that 
on  the  evidence  the  suit  which  impugned  the  will 
was  the  suit  of  the  wife,  acting  as  a  free  agent, 
in  respect  of  her  separate  chose  in  action:  Se- 
condly, that  whether  or  not  such  penal  condition 
attaches,  if  the  contesting  legatee  desists  from  im- 

Sugning  the  will  before  ''jugement  definiUf  the 
uperior  Court's  decree  of  diFinissai  was  such 
'*Jugement  de/Inrt//."— Thirdly,  that   according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  clause,  it  was 
neither  void  for  uncertainty,    nor   contrary  to 
good  morals,  nor  prohibited  by  any  positive  law,, 
nor  contrary  to  public  policy:— The  765th  and 
831st  articles  of  the   Civil  Code   of   Canada, 
must  be  read  together;  and  by  virtue  of  their 
provisions  all  conditions  in  a  will,  unless  accord- 
ing to  the  plain  meaning  and  intention  of  the 
testator  they  be  contrary  to  law,  public  order,  ox 
good  morals  are  effective,  and  cannot  be  regarded, 
as  minatory  only,  or  dependent  for  their  applica- 
tion upon  the  discretion  of  the  Court.    Such  dis- 
cretion is  not  conferred  upon  the  Courts  by  the 
Code,  and  though  exercised  by  the  old  French 
Parliaments,  has  been  since  authoritatively  con- 
demned and  repudiated. — Such  a  condition  as 
that  contained  in  the  said  penal  clause  can  only, 
in  practice,  be  applied  where  a  will  has  been  nn- 
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FOBmrUBZ — continued. 
BacoessfuUy  contested,  and  would,  therefore,  be 
meffective  to  proteet  an  illegal  dispoBition,  or  to 
render  operative  an  invalid  testament  It  is  not 
against  public  order  for  a  testator  to  protect  his 
estate  and  representative  against  unsucoeasM 
attempts  to  litigate  his  mW.—Semble,  under  Eng- 
lish Law  effect  is  given  to  a  condition  of  forfeiture 
so  long  as  it  is  a  conditio  rei  lieiUs,  if  there  is  a 
gift  over  on  breach  thereof. — Cooke  v.  Turner  (15 
M.  &  W.  727)  approved.    Evahtubkl  v,  Evan- 

TX7BKL  -  -  -  -  -  -       1 

JTOBFEITUBE  OF  LEABS:  See  Viotobia  Land 

Act?. 
FUTUBX  CALLS :  See  Powsb  of  Dibectobs. 

OUT  OF  BEflXDUS  TO  ZXSCT7TOS8,  WEE- 
TEXB  AB80LT7TB  OB  IS  TBUBT :  See 
English  Law  in  Penang. 

OIFT8 :  See  Wills. 

OIFIB  VOID  FOB  TIVCEBTAINTY :  See  English 
Law  in  Penang. 

HARBAfl  OOBPTTB.]  M.  and  Jlf,  convicted  at  the 
sessions  of  the  Supreme  Criminal  Court  of  Vic- 
toria^  of  manslaughter  committed  on  board  a 
British  ship  on  the  high  seas,  were  sentenced  to 
penal  servitude  for  fifteen  years,  and  were  sub- 
sequently detained  in  a  public  gaol  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Colonial  Act,  the  Statute  of  OiuHe, 
1864.  On  a  return  to  a  writ  of  hdbeae  eorpue,  to 
the  effect  that  if.  and  M.  were  detained  **  for  the 
cause  and  to  the  end  that  they  may  undergo  the 
sentence  aforesaid,"  the  Court  ordered  that  the 
prisoners  **be  discharged  from  their  imprison- 
ment and  set  at  large,"  on  the  ground  that,  by  16 
&  17  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6,  sentence  of  penal  servitude 
could  not  be  carried  into  execution  in  the  colony 
without  the  intervention  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 
— Hdd,  by  the  Privy  Council  that  the  return  was 
sufficient ;  and  that  in  any  case  the  Court  erred  in 
not  remanding  the  prisoners  until  it  was  clear  that 
no  lawful  means  of  executing  the  sentence  could 
be  found — Rex  v.  Atten  (3  E.  &  E.  838)  distin- 
guished.—Although  the  Act  (12  &  13  Vict,  c  96) 
under  which  the  Supreme  Court  obtained  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  prisoners  only  authorized  a  sentence 
of  transportation  according  to  the  law  of  England 
then  in  force,  and  although  20  &  21  Vict  o.  3, 
which  abolished  transportation,  and  substituted 
penal  servitude,  does  not  in  terms  include  the  co- 
lonies, yet  this  latter  Act  is  applicable  to  the 
colonies' with  respect  to  the  sentences  to  be  passed 
on  persons  convicted  in  the  colonies  of  offences 
only  triable  there  bv  virtue  of  the  Admiralty 
jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  former  Act  on  Colo- 
nial Courts.  The  policv  of  the  former  Act  was  to 
authorize  the  Colonial  Courts  to  try  offences 
properly  cognizable  in  EnglaTid,  with  the  con- 
sequences which  would  have  attended  a  trial 
there ;  and  that  policy,  in  the  absence  of  an  ex- 
pressed intention  to  tiie  contrary,  must  govern  | 
the  construction  of  both  Acts. — The  direction  in  i 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6,  that  the  Secretary  of  ! 
State  should  point  out  the  place  of  confinement  in  i 
case  of  a  person  sentenced  to  penal  servitude,  re- 
lates only  to  the  manner  of  executing  the  sen-  j 
tonce,  and  to   matters  of  administration,  and  , 


KABKAB  OOIBSJJS— continued. 
therefore  need  not  be  resorted  to  in  the  case  of 
sentences  passed  in  the  colonies,  whidi  may  be 
executed  according  to  the  local  procedure. — Under 
the  combined  effect  of  Imperial  and  Colonial 
legislation  sentences  of  penal  servitude  may  be 
executed  in  Victoria:  were  Uiis  othervnse,  a 
s<;ntence  directed  by  an  Imperial  Act  may  not  be 
treated  as  null,  because  no  means  have  been  pre- 
viously provided  in  the  colony  for  carrying  it  into 
effect    Thb  Quebn  v.  Mount         -         -     28& 

ETPOTBXQUS:  See  Code  ^APOLios, 

IHBGBIPnOB' :  See  Cons  NAPOLigoK. 
INTZBEST  OF  PBOXOVZHT :  See  Pleadiko.    1. 

JUBISDICnOV    OF   BKHOP   AS   OBDnTABY], 

Upon  a  reredos  erected  for  purpose  of  decoration 
in  Exeter  Caihedrcd  by  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of 
Exeter  "vete  sculptured  representations  in  high 
relief  of  the  Ascension,  the  Transfiguration,  and 
the  Descent  of  the  Holy  Ghost  on  the  Day  of  Pen- 
tecost, with  figures  of  the  Apostles  delineated  as 
forming  part  of  the  connected  representation  of 
the  historical  subject  On  each  side  of  the  re- 
redos, as  finials  to  its  architectural  form,  was  a 
separate  figure  of  an  angeL— The  Bishop  of  Exeter^ 
at  a  visitation  of  the  cathedral  of  the  dean  and 
chapter,  held  the  structure  to  be  illegal,  and 
ordered  it  to  be  removed  i^Held  (by  the  Privy 
Council,  reversing  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Arches),  that  although  the  bishop,  as  ordinary,  in 
the  exercise  of  his  visitatorial  power  over  the 
cathedral  church  of  Exeter,  cannot  at  his  discre- 
tion order  anv  alteration  in  its  fabric,  it  wus 
within  his  jurisdiction  to  find  that  the  sculpture 
had  been  unlawfully  erected,  and  on  that  definite 
legal  RTonnd  to  order  its  removal  i—Held,  also, 
thtit  the  structure  was  not  illegal,  and  Uiat  so 
much  of  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Arches  as  re- 
versed the  order  of  the  bishop  directing  its  removal 
must  be  aflBrmed.  Phillpotts  v.  Boyd  -  486 
JUBIBDICnOB  OF  BOYAL  OOTTBTOF  JZBSE7: 
See  Special  Leayb  to  Appeal. 

**  LA  FIH  DE  VOK-BECZVOIB  " :  ^S^  Fabbtqub. 
LAND  HELD  BY  BBITISH  SUBJECTS  IB  TXTB- 

KEY.]  Previously  to  the  protocol  of  June,  1867, 
permitting  British  subiects  to  hold  land  in  Turl:etf 
in  their  own  names,  they  were  permitted  only  to 
hold  land  in  the  name  of  some  female  rdative,  or 
of  some  native  subject  of  the  Ottoman  Empire. 
Two  partners  who  owned  some  land  before  18(i8 
had  not  availed  themselves  of  the  protocol,  but 
continued  to  hold  the  land  in  the  name  of  a  sub- 
ject of  the  Sultan.  A  suit  was  instituted  by  one 
of  the  partners  in  the  Supreme  Consular  Court  o£ 
Constantinople  for  the  dissolution  of  the  partner* 
sLip  and  for  taking  the  accounts.  An  oraer  was 
made  in  the  suit  that  the  receiver  should  sell  the 
land  by  auction  : — Heid,  that  the  order  was  not 
ultra  vires  of  the  Court  Abbott  v.  Abbott  220- 
LEGATEE    PBOHIBITED    FBOX   COHTESTIBO 

THE  WILL :  See  Fobfeitube. 
LEGISLATUBE  OF  HEW  BBUKSWICK :  See  Dis- 

TBiBunoN  OF  Legislatiyb  Poweb. 
LEGISLATUBE  OF  QUEBEC:  See  Distbibutios 

OF  Legislative  Poweb.  ^ 


482  INDEX. 


XLAHBAMUB:  See  Ecolbsiastioal  Bubial. 

XABIVX  nrSUBAHCE.]  1.  If  notice  of  the 
abandonment  of  a  sbip  is  given  by  the  insured  to 
the  insnren,  and  the  insurers  then  say  and  do 
nothing,  the  oondusion  is  that  they  do  not  mean  to 
accept  tha  abandonment  But  if  they  by  their 
agent  take  poesession  of  the  ship,  and  then  repair 
it  and  retain  it  in  their  poesesBion  for  some  time 
without  repudiating  the  notice  or  informing  the 
assured  as  to  tbe  character  in  which  tbey  are 
acting,  then  there  is  a  constructive  acceptance  of 
the  abandonmeBt  by  the  insurers.  And  a  con- 
structive aocentanoe  produces  the  same  elTect  on 
the  rights  of  tne  parties  as  an  express  acceptance. 
— Where  the  agent  who  took  possession  of  the 
ship,  &o.,  was  instructed  to  look  after  tiie  interests 
of  the  insurance  company ;  his  acts  in  pursuance 
of  those  instructions,  coupled  with  the  non-repu- 
diation of  the  notice  of  abandonment,  havmg 
been  such  as  to  be  evidence  from  which  an  accept- 
ance might  be  inferred,  the  company  was  bound 
by  his  acts. — ^After  the  acceptance  bv  the  insurers 
of  the  abandonment  of  a  ship  they  become  liable 
as  for  a  total  loss.— Where  a  ship-policy  contained 
a  provision  that  the  ship  should  not  be  within  the 
OW  of  8t.  Lawrence  within  a  prescribed  period, 
ana  the  ship  went  into  the  g^lf  within  the  prohi- 
bited time  and  was  wrecked;  and  notice  was 
given  of  an  abandonment,  and  was  accepted  by 
the  insurers;  it  was  contended  by  them  that  the 
ship  was  not  insured  when  she  was  lost,  as  the  in- 
surance did  not  extend  to  a  loss  in  the  gulf  with- 
in the  prohibited  time,  and  that  an  abandonment 
can  be  of  no  avail  where  there  ia  no  insurance. 
However,  it  was~^<6ld,  that  the  vessel  was  in 
fact  insured,  and  that  the  lods  occurred  during  the 
time  and  upon  a  voyage  described  in  the  policy, 
but  there  was  a  breach  of  one  of  the  warranties; 
and  if,  after  a  constructive  total  loss  and  notice  of 
abandonment,  the  insurers,  with  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  accept  the  notice,  they  cannot, 
when  called  on  to  pay  the  amount  insured,  resUe 
and  rely  on  a  breach  of  warranty.  By  the  volun- 
tary acceptance  of  the  notice  of' abandonment,  an 
agreement  is  entered  into  which  closes  the  whole 
matter.— An  agent  who  insures  for  another  with 
his  authority  may  sue  fcHr  the  sum  assured  in  his 
own  name. — ^Interpretation  of  a  clause  in  a  marine 
policy  as  to  a  prohibition  of  the  ship  from  being 
in  the  Gulf  of  8t  Lawrence  within  a  prescribed 
period,  FsoviNciAL  Insubanck  Company  v.  Joel 
Lbduo   ----.-     82ft 

S.  —  The  master  of  a  vessel  has  no  power 
io  sell  her  so  as  to  affect  the  insurers,  except 
under  circumstances  of  stringent  necessi^ :  such 
circumstances  as,  after  sufficient  examination  of 
her  condition,  after  every  exertion  in  his  power 
within  the  means  at  his  dispoeal,  to  extricate  her 
from  peril  or  to  raise  funds  for  tiie  repair,  leave 
him  no  alternative  but  to  sell  her  as  she  is.— Rule 
made  absolute  (reversing  the  order  of  the  Supreme 
Ck>urt)  for  a  new  trial,  .on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  in  fevour  of  the  insured  was  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  necessity  for  sale. 
OoBBQum  Mabinb  Iksubanob  Coxpaut  «.  Bab- 

TEAT7X     ----..       819 

JCASTEB   WABSEOirsnrO   GOODS:    See  Meb- 

GHANT  ShIFPINQ  AcT  AxBNDMBKT  AoT. 
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XSBGHAHT     aHIFFOrO     ACT    AMKHDHZHT 

ACT.]  The  E.  vras  chartered  at  Memd  in  Oc- 
tober, 1872,  to  deliver  at  Dublin  a  full  cargo  of 
timber  under  a  bill  of  lading  dated  the  6th  of 
November,  duly  indorsed  to  Bespondent,  making 
tbe  freight  payable  '*as  per  charterparty,"  at  a 
specified  rate,  to  be  ascertained  by  measurement. 
At  Chpenhagen  necessary  repairs  were  executed, 
for  expenses  of  which  the  master  (the^Appellant) 
passea  a  bottomry  bond  on  ship,  cargo,  and  freight 
for  £2975,  payable  three  days  after  the  ship's  safe 
arrival  in  DMin^  which  took  place  on  the  15th 
of  AprU,  1873.  Thereupon  the  Appellant  refuaed 
to  deliver  the  cargo  to  the  Respondent  until  rec^t 
of  the  oontribution  which  was  due  from  him  for 
general  average,  then  calculated  at  £1221.  This 
the  Respondent  refused,  but  on  the  28th  he  offered 
to  pay  the  freight  and  give  an  average  bond.  On 
the  1st  of  May  the  owners^daimed  a  lien  on  the 
cargo  for  that  amount  and  for  £700  freight,  but 
suMequently  the  average  payable  by  cargo  was 
ascertained  to  be  £1136,  and  the  owners  offered 
to  release  the  same  on  receipt  of  £1800 ;  but  the 
Respondent  declined  to  give  more  than  £1750. — 
On  tfie  3ttl  of  ^y  the  Appellant,  notwithstanding 
the  Respondent's  offer  on  that  day  to  pay  the 
average  contribution  in  full,  and  to  give  security 
for  the  freight,  proceeded  to  discharge  the  timber 
into  a  war&ouse  of  the  Dublin  Port  and  Docks 
Board  under  sects.  67  and  68  of  the  JVercAant 
Shipping  Act  AmendmmU  Act,  1862,  putting  upon 
it  a  stop  order  for  the  sum  of  £2200,  or  £3ij0  in 
excess  of  what  was  due  by  the  Respondent  On 
the  12th  the  Respondent  paid  the  said  sum  of 
£1136,  and  subsequently  tendered  payment  of 
freight  and  (under  protest)  of  charges,  but  the 
owners  rafbscd  to  release  the  cargo  until  he  had 
discharged  the  stop  order  by  paying  the  £2200, 
which  he  did  after  action  brought,  and  was  then 
repaid  the  balance,  £1498,  due  to  him  thereout.— 
In  an  action  brought  by  the  Respondent  in  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  Ireland  against  the  ship 
under  the  37th  section  of  the  Court  of  AdmiraUy 
(Ireland)  Act,  1867,  clainung  damages  in  respect 
of  certain  breaches  of  duty  and  breaches  of  oon- 
tract  on  the  part  of  the  Appelknt  i—Edd  (affirm- 
ing the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ire- 
land), that  the  right  of  action  was  complete  on 
the  8rd  of  May,  and  that  it  must  be  remanded  to 
the  Admiral^  Court  to  ascertain  the  dantages.— 
Although  the  shipowner  was  at  liberty  to  land 
the  goods  under  the  67th  section  of  the  Mer^ant 
Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act,  the  Respondent 
havmg  *'  failed  to  land  and  take  delivery,**  yet 
there  had  been  inserted  in  the  stop  order  a  sum 
manifestly  and  grossly  in  excess  of  that  for  which 
the  master  could  bond  fide  claim  a  lien«  and  con- 
sequently the  detention  of  the  cargo  thereunder 
was  a  wrongful  act.— And  after  the  payment  of 
£1136  it  was  clearly  the  duty  of  the  master  to 
reduce  the  stop  order  to  the  amount  for  which  he 
then  had  or  could  reasonably  claim  a  lien.  Mibd- 
bbodt  v.  FrrzsDfON    -         -         -         -     806 

mSFZASAHODB:  See  Shebiff  of  New  Sorm 
Wales. 

XOHinOV:  ^Pleadivgs. 

XOBTGAGX  OF  UVPAID  CAPITAL:  See  PowxB 

or  DiBECTOBS. 
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HEW  SOUTH  WAUE8 :  ^e  Cnovnx  Lands  Alien- 
ation Act. 

HOUCE  07  voBirmmB  tjhdxb  beot.  loi  or 

LAHD  ACT,  1869:  See  Victobia  Land 
Acts  ;  Sscr.  101  of  Land  Act  of  1869. 

nVAL    8XB7I0E  TOB  OVTXHCXS  TBIABU 
BT  OOLOVIAL  COIFBTB  TJHBKB  THEIB 
ABHIBALTT  JUBISDICTIOH  :  See  Ha- 
beas GOBPUS. 
PEBPBTUITX  :  See  Enoubh  Law  in  Pbnang. 
PUABIHO:  See  Fabbiqttb. 

1. Where  a  monition  issued  hj  the  Com- 

mianxy-Genersl  of  the  diocese  of  Canterbury  to 
an  incumbent  and  churchwardens,  ordering  them 
to  remove  certain  ornaments  from  their  church 
vnlesi  they  should  show  cause  to  the  oontraij, 
did  not  disclose  on  the  face  of  it  any  interest  m 
the  suit  on  the  part  of  tbe  promevent,  and  such 
defect  was  insisted  upon  by  the  churchwardens 
in  diewing  cause  againnt  the  same  : — Edd,  that 
the  Judge  of  the  Cowri  of  Arches  was  right  in 
directing  that  the  suit  should  be  dismissed^with 
costs  as  against  the  churchwardens.— Such  a  suit 
is  a  ciyil  suit,  and  is  not  open  to  every  one,  even 
with  the  consent  of  the  onlinary,  but  only  to 
those  who  have  an  interest  in  it.  Lee  v.  Fagg 
AND  HmaoEBT  -         -         -         -      88 

8.  —  Where  certain  articles  exhibited  against 
a  clergvman  charged  him  with  doing  certain 
specified  acts  in  his  church  '*in  a  ceremonious 
manner,''  or  **  as  connected  with  and  forming  part 
of  the  ceremonies  of  public  worship": — Meld, 
that  these  words  amounted  to  allegations  of  finct 
capable  of  proof,  and  not  to  conclusions  of  law  to 
be  drawn  from  facts. — ^The  averment  that  an  in- 
enmbeikt  has  ''sanctioned  or  permitted**  in  his 
church  any  alleged  departure  from  the  course  of 
public  worship  as  authorized  by  law  is  sufficient, 
without  charging  that  such  departure  was  autho- 
rized by  the  incumbent. — ^An  averment,  following 
the  exact  words  of  the  tliird  rubric  at  the  end  of 
the  Communion  Service,  that  there  has  been  com- 
munion, that  the  elements  were  consecrated  and 
received  by  tlie  minister,  cither  where  no  person 
communicated  with  him,  or  where  only  one  person 
communicated  with  him,  or  where  only  two  per- 
sons conununicated  with  him,  is  a  sufficient  alle- 
gation of  an  ecclesiastical  offence  having  been 
oonunitted.    Fabnxll  «.  Bougbton  -      46 

PQUCT :  See  Marine  Instbance. 
POWBB  OB  APPEAL  FBOH  THB  8UPBBKE 
COVBT  OF  PBHABO :  See  English  Law 
IN  Fenano. 
POWBB  OB  THB  BISHOP  OF  THB  MOCBgB 
OVBB  THB  FABBIC  OF  THB  CATHB- 
BBAL  CHUKGH  OF  BZBTBB:  See  Ju- 

BISDICTION  OF  BiSHOP  AS  ObDINABY. 

POWBB  OF  DIBECT0B8.]  A  power  in  a  deed  of 
settlement  of  a  joint  stock  company  authorizing 
the  directors  to  mortgage  or  charge  the  property 
of  the  company,  does  not  authorize  them  to  include 
in  such  mortgage  or  charge  future  calls,  or,  in 
other  words,  the  unpaid  capital  of  the  company. 
•Sx  wirie  Stanley  (4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  407;  8.  0. 
S3  L.  T.  536)appruved.— The  cnpital  not  paid  up 
is,  according  to  tlie  usual  forma  of  deeds  of  settle- 


POWBB  OF  ]>ZBB0T0BS-^ii<<ntt6{7. 
ment,  only  eub  modo  the  property  of  the  company ; 
a  precedent  condition  to  the  absolute  poprietary 
right  of  the  company  therein  being  the  due  making 
of  a  call  by  a  resolution  of  the  Intad  of  directors. 
Bank  of  South  Australia  v.  Ahhawam^  -  S66 
POWBB  OF  XAB0IFILIIBB8 :  See  Fabbique. 
POWBB  OF  XASIBB  TO  flBLL:  See  MABnas 

Insubancb. 
P0WBB8  OF  AVOUB:  See  Bbs  Judicata. 
PBAOTICB :  See  EoclesiabticalBubial. 
PBIOBITT :  See  Code  Napoleon. 
PBIVILBGB  OF  C0-PABTAOBABT8 :  See  Code 

XafouCon. 


aVAHTUX  OF  BBXBBBBATXOB : 

Sebviobs. 


See  Baltagb 


BBOUBATIO  JUBIOU :  /SImEoclbsiastical  Law. 
BBBBD08:    See   Jubisdiction  of   Bishof    as 

Obdinaby. 
BBS  JXmiCATA.]  On  the  81st  of  December,  1839, 
certain  uncollected  rents  belonging  to  the  estate 
of  a  deceased  person  were  sold  by  his  executors  to 
the  Respondent  In  1869,  the  Appellant,  claim- 
ing as  residuaiT  leeatee  under  the  will  of  the 
deceased,  sned  the  Kespondent  and  the  surviving 
executor  to  cancel  the  sale  and  for  an  account 
and  payment,  and  after  certain  abortive  negotia- 
tions for  a  oompromise,  foreclosed  the  pleadings 
in  the  action.  Thereupon  a  ** transaction**  was, 
on  the  4th  of  June,  1870,  made  between  the  Re- 
spondent and  X.,  the  counsel  and  attorney  of  ^e 
Appellant,  to  the  effect  that  the  cause  was  stayed 
on  certain  terms  of  payment  and  the  foreclosure 
removed,  ('  juequ'a  ncuvel  avUf*  which  ''trans- 
action," on  the  10th  of  June,  the  Respondent 
revoked  and  pleaded  to  the  action.  Thereafter 
the  Appellant  prayed  for  judgment  in  terms  of 
the  compromise,  which  was  ref&d. — ^In  January, 
IttTl,  the  Appellant  brought  another  action  to 
enforce  the  compromise,  and  the  Respondent 
pleaded,  first,  that  the  pendency  of  the  original 
action  for  substantially  the  same  cause  was  a  bar, 
or  that  the  discontinuance  thereof  was  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  right  to  maintain  a  fresh 
ono;  secondly,  ree  judicata;  thirdly,  fourthly, 
and  fifthly,  that  the  "transaction"  was  con- 
ditional on  ratification  by  the  Court,  was  made 
by  £.  without  Appellant's  authority,  and  under 
mistake,  surprise,  or  fraud  i—Beld,  first,  that  the 
pendency  of  the  first  action  was  not  a  bar  to  the 
institution  of  the  second;  nor  was  the  discon- 
tinuance of  the  first  a  condition  precedent  to 
brinring  the  second.  The  right  modo  of  enforc- 
ing the  •»  transaction"  was  by  a  separate  action.-— 
Secondly,  the  "transaction''^  was  intended  to  be 
final,  but,  according  to  the  Canada  CivU  Code 
interpreted  by  the  aid  of  the  French  law,  L.,  in 
the  absence  of  special  authority,  had  not,  by 
reason  of  his  being  "^avocat"  and  " avoue/*  any 
power  to  bind  his  client  therebv.— An  atotU  can, 
however,  bind  his  client  (until  ditaveu)  by  any 
proceeding  in  (he  oauee,  tliough  taken  without  his 
client's  authority,  or  even  in  defiance  of  his  pro- 
hibition.   Kino  V.  PiNSONEAULT      -         -     fA5 

BIGET8  OB  PABIBHX0BBB8 ;  See  Fabbiqub. 
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SIGHT  TO  THZ  OBAJIT  IV  VSS  07  AV  AXJM- 
XXHT :  See  VicnoBiA  Land  Acts. 

ffAT.TE  BY  UCITATIOH :  See  Oodb  Napoleon. 
8ALVA0Z  BlBViUn]  Although  the  quantum 
of  remuneration  to  aalvon  is  to  eome  extent  to  be 
affected  by  the  value  of  the  property  ealved,  it 
must  not  be  raised  to  an  amount  altogether  out 
of  proportion  to  the  aervlcefl'  actuaUy  rendered. 
Where  the  Ck)urt  below  had  awarded  an  excep- 
tional and  excessive  amount  of  remuneration  solelv 
from  regard  to  the  value  of  the  property  salved, 
their  Lordships,  notwithstandipg  their  general 
rule  of  non-interference  upon  a  question  of  mere 
discretion,  reduced  the  said  amount  by  two-fifths. 
Thb"Ambbiqci"  -  -  -  -  468 
8SCT.  101  07  LAHD  ACT  OF  1809.]  A  notice  in 
the  Oazetie  of  forfeiture  of  ana  llotment,  a  lease  of 
which  had  been  gninted  under  the  Land  Aet, 
1862,  to  a  selector  under  sect.  7  of  the  Amending 
Land  Act,  1865,  is  insuflBcient  in  cases  to  which 
sect.  101  of  the  Land  Aet  of  1§69  does  not  apply, 
to  determine  the  lease.  Nor  as  regards  a  lessee 
in  possession  can  it  preclude  a  Oourt  of  Equity 
from  relieving  against  the  forfeiture,  if  the  lessee 
is  otherwise  entitled  to  relief.  Attornky-Genbbal 
OF  ViOTOBiA «.  Glass  -         -         -     875 

SHEBIR  07  nW  SOUTH  WAUS.]  ^eJd,  that 
the  sheriff  of  the  colony  was  liable,  without 
uroof  of  malice  or  want  of  probable  cause,  in  an 
action  for  a  false  return  of  rescue  made  by  him 
upon  a  writ  of  capias  ad  retpondendum,  for  the 
damage  which  resulted  to  the  Plaintiff  there- 
from. Such  return  was  conclusive  at  that  stage 
of  the  proceedings  as  to  the  trutli  of  the  alleged 
rescue  by  the  pSdutii^  whom  it  rendered  liable 
to  attachment  for  a  contempt  of  Court  without 
being  allowed  to  shew  that  the  facts  returned 
were  untrue,  and  constituted  a  misfeasance  bv  a 

Sublic  mimsterial  officer  in  the  diccharge  of  his 
uties.  BiiASYBBr.  Maclean  -  -  898 
jnnp  nr  TOW  OYSTKAX  V18SSL  :  See  Dajcage. 
flPECIAL  LEAVE  TO  APFSAL.]  A  bank,  carried 
on  by  an  unlimited  and  unincorporated  partner^ 
ship  in  Jeney,  stopped  payment,  and,  after 
certain  proceedings  in  voluntary  liqmdation,  the 
Jage  Commieeaire,  to  whom  the  Boyal  Court  re- 
ferred the  ascertainment  of  claims,  &c.,  under  the 
Jeney  Act  of  1867,  reported  that  the  C.  F.  was  a 
creditor  (if  at  all)  to  the  amount  of  £53,606,  and, 
after  a  further  reference  by  the  same  Court  re- 
lating to  another  creditor's  claim,  reiported  that 
the  requisite  amount  of  assents  had  been  ob- 
tained, and  thereupon  the  Boval  Court  registered 
and  confirmed  a  composiiion  between  the  partner- 
ship and  its  creditors.— The  C.  F.  petitioned  for 
special  leave  to  appeal,  first,  against  the  order  of 
the  Boyal  Court  referring  the  matter  to  the  Juge 
€ommi$$aire ;  secondly,  against  the  further  re- 
ference by  the  same  Court ;  and,  thirdly,  against 
the  order  confirming  and  registering  the  com- 
pnaition ;  alleging  that  they  were  entitled  to 
claim  £55,160,  and  that  the  claim  of  W,  B,  (who 
also  petitioned),  having  been  admitted  at  £3800, 
was  not  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  and  that  by 
reason  of  this  and  another  error  of  computation 
the  requisite  assents  had  not  been  obtained. — 
Their  Lordships  granted  leave  to  appeal  sgaiiut 


8PS0IAL  LEAVE  TO  AFFEAL-HSonitniMNi. 

the  order  confirming  and  registering  the  oompoei- 
tion,  limited  to  two  questions:  first,  as  to  the 
daim  for  £3800 ;  secondly,  as  to  the  allegjed  error 
of  computation.  The  foundation  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Royal  Court  to  register  and  oonfinn 
would  be  wanting,  unless  the  comiK)6itio&  were 
shewn  to  have  received  the  requisite  assents. 
The  15th  and  16th  articles  of  the  Aet  of  1867 
must  be  read  together.  The  dedsions  of  the 
Boyal  Oourt  are  only  final  in  reference  to  such  a 
composition  as  it  is  entitled  to  register.— Their 
Lordships  refused  leave  to  proceed  by  a  doUaneey 
considenng  that  by  an  ordinary  ap]Mal  the  peti- 
tioners could  obtain  relief.  Cb^dit  Fongisb  v. 
EuB  Amr  akd  Othebs.  Walker  Bailet  v. 
Bus  Amy  AKO  Othbbs  -  -  -  146 
BFBdFIO  PEBTOBMAHOS :  See  Bes  Judicata 

Victoria  Land  Acts. 
STATUS  OF  THE  BOXAV  CATHOUO  GEUBCE 
m  LOWEB  CAHABA:  See  Ecclesias- 
tical Burial. 
SUBSnTUTIOE:  See  Wills. 

TOTAL  LOBS :  See  Marine  Insurance. 
<'  TBAEBAOTIOV'*:  See  Bes  Judicata. 

TJHPAID  PITBOEASE-XONST :  See  Code  Nafo- 

LiON. 

VALIBITT  OF  OBDEE  BY  COlTSTrLAB  OOTJBT 
OF  OOHBTAVTnrOFLE  FOB  THE  BALE 
OF  LAHDS  nr  TUBXET  HELD  BY 
BBITI8H  SUBJECTB  IN  THE  XAXB  OF 
A  TTJBEI8H  SUBJECT:  See  Land  held 
BT  Bbitibh  Subjects  in  Turkey. 

7ES8ELT0  WED  HOT  LIABLE  FOB  BEGUOBHCB 
OF  TOWnrO  vessel  .-  See  Dam  aqb. 


VICTOBIA  LAHD  ACTS.]  On  the  29th  of  June, 
1865,  S,,  who  as  holder  of  a  certificate  under  the 
Land  Act,  1862,  was  entitled  to  a  right  of  selec- 
tion under  sect  7  of  the  Amending  Land  Jef, 
1865,  exercised  that  right,  and  selected  an  allots 
ment  of  land,  of  which,  after  payment  of  a  year's 
rent,  he  was  put  into  possession,  subject,  according 
to  the  Act  of  1862,  to  *'the  usual  covenant  for 
payment  of  rent,  and  a  condition  for  re-en^  on 
non-payment  thereof."  He  failed  to  cultivate, 
bulla,  or  inclose  within  the  year,  as  required  bv 
the  36th  section  of  the  Land  Act,  1862:  and 
although  some  subsequent  rent  was  received,  this 
allotment  was,  on  the  16th  of  April,  1869,  declared 
to  be  forfeited  for  **  non-payment  of  rent,  non- 
compliance with  the  provisions,  and  non-per- 
formance of  covenants,^  incident  to  the  tenure 
under  the  Act. — ^In  1872  E.  purchased  the  allot- 
ment from  S^  having  previously  received  an 
assurance  from  the  Government  that  it  would 
receive  the  back  rent  and  issue  the  lease.  The 
lease  was  subeequentiv  executed  by  the  governor, 
and  issued  to  S.j  dated  in  conformity  with  sect.  11 
of  the  Land  Act,  1862,  on  the  29th  of  June,  1865, 
the  day  on  which  S,  became  entitied  as  selector 
to  have  it.  E.  thereupon  completed  his  purchase, 
and  on  the  90th  of  July,  1872,  registered  his  title, 
and  obtained  a  certificate  thereof  under  the  IVana- 
fer  of  Land  Statute,  Subsequently  the  Govern- 
ment refused   to  receive  the  back  rent  when 
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VIOTOBIA  LAHD  AffSB—^mtinu^, 
tendered  by  ^.— In  a  init  by  E,  by  petition  of 
right  under  the  Croum  SemedieB  ana  LiabUUy 
SSOutej  1865,  claiming  to  be   entitled   to  the 
grant  m  fee  simple  of  the  nid  allotment,  as  the 
registered  proprietor  of  the  lease  as  aforesaid,  the 
Ck>vemment  contended  that  the  lease  to  j9.,  or  the 
right  to  it,  was  forfeited,  and  became  absolntely 
Toid,  (a),  by  non-improvement  within  a  year; 
(6),  by  non-payment  of  rent ;  (c\  by  breaches  of 
covenant  as  above.    E,  replied  tiukt  the  forfeiture 
ooold  be  and  was  waived,  (a\  as  to  non-improve- 
ment and  other  breaches  of  covenant,  by  sub- 
sequent receipt  of  rent,  and  by  issuing  the  lease 
to  8, ;  (&X  AS  to  non-payment  of  rent,  oy  issuing 
lease  to  8.;  otherwise,  that  he  was  entitled^  in 
equity  to  relief  against  the  forfeiture :— fTeld,  that, 
having  regard  to  sect.  22  of  the  Act  of  1862,  the 
forfeiture  was  capable  of  being  waived,  and  was, 
in  fact,  waived  by  the  subsequent  acceptance  of 
rent,  and  by  the  issuing  of  the  lease  to  8,    Not- 
withstanding that  such  lease  was,  under  sect  11 
of  the  said  Act,  dated  before  the  forfeiture  oc- 
curred, it  operated  to  aflSrm  the  tenancy,  of  which 
it  waived  the  forfeiture,  together  with  ill  interests 
springing  therefrom,  including  the  right  to  a 
grant  of  the  fee.    Otherwise,  and  if  there  had 
been  no  waiver,  the  lessee  in  possession  was  en- 
titled, both  under  the  Act  and  the  terms  of  the 
lease,  to  relief  in  equity  against  the  forfeiture  for 
non-payment  of  rent,  and  to  a  decree  for  specific 
performance,  upon  proper  terms,  of  the  statutory 
contract.— Xsate'no  v.  Bparrmo  (1  Ball  &  Beattie, 
Ir.  Oh.  Bep.  867)  <ustinguished.— Persons  entitled 
to  exercise  rights  of  selection  under  sect  7  of  the 
Amending  Act  of  1865  are  liable  to  the  penalty 
imposed  by  sect  126  of  the  Act  of  1862.— Sect  101 
of  the  Land  Act  of  1869  must  not  be  construed  so 
as  to  make  notice  in  the  Oaxdte  evidence  not  only 
of  a  forfeiture,  but  also  of  the  right  to  forfeit,  in 
cases  where  no  substantive  power  had  been  pre- 
yiously  given  to  the  governor  to  declare  a  for- 
feiture, nor  any  conesponding  provisions  made 
for  enabling  lessees  to  shew  cause  against  the 
exercise  of  such  a  power. — Qiume,  whether  this  sec- 
tion applies  to  leases  issued  after  the  Act  has 
come  mto  operation. — Qtuere,  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  certificate  of  title  obtained  by  E.  under  the 
Transfer  of  Land  8taiute.—The  claim  in  this 
petition  of  right  arises  out  of  a  contract  with  her 
Majesty  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  27  of  the 
Cnwn  Bemedies  and  Liability  StatnUe,  1865,  since 
the  right  to  the  grant  of  the  fee,  although  created 
by  statute,  is  oomerred  upon  the  holder  of  a  lease, 
as  a  statutory  right  annexed  to  the  lease  and  an 
implied  term  of  the  contract.  ATTOBKKT-GEinERAL 
OF  VioroBiA  r.  Ettkbshahk  -         -         -     854 

WAIVER :  8ee  Victobia  Land  Acts. 
WILL :  8€e  English  Law  in  Penano. 

1.  — -  The  conjoint  operation  of  the  Imperial 
Act  (14  Geo.  8,  c  88)  and  of  the  Canadian  Act 
(41  Qeo.  3,  c  4),  is  to  abrogate  the  old  law  which 
prohibited  gifts  by  will  to  adulterine  bastards.-- 
Under  the  old  law,  derived  from  the  Boman  Law, 


WILL — oon^tnued. 

and  subsequently  incorporated  into  the  Canadian 
Code  (see  sect.  888),  wherever  there  is  a  limita- 
tion by  way  of  substitutioD,  the  time  when  the 
substitution  opens  is  the  time  with  reference  to 
which  the  capacity  of  the  substitute  to  take  is  to 
be  determined.    Kino  v.  Tcnbtall  -      55 

% E.F^  a  merchant  of  Montreal,  by  his 

will,  dated  the  2Srd  of  April,  1870,  devised  and 
bequeathed  his  residuary  estate  to  trustees  in 
trust  *'  to  establish  at  Montreal  an  institution  to 
be  called  the  *  Fraaer  InUitute,*  to  be  composed 
of  a  free  public  library,  museum,  and  gallery ," 
and  to  be  governed  as  therein  mentioned;  '*and 
for  that  purpose  to  procure  such  charter  or  act  of 
incorporation  as  my  said  trustees  may  deem  ap- 
propriate (o  the  purpose  intended  by  me."   After 
giving  further  directions  as  to  the  composition  of 
Vie  board  of  governors  of  ^e  "  Frater  Inditute^"  he 
proceeded : — ^*  And  so  soon  as  the  requisite  charter 
shall  have  been  obtained  containing  all  the  powers 
necessary  to  carry  out  my  design  herein  contained, 
I  desire  that  the  residue  of  my  estate  and  efSsots, 
after  deduction  of  the  expenses  of  the  management 
thereof  shall  forthwith  be  conveyed  over  to  the 
corporation  to  be  thereby  formed,  to  be  called  '  the 
Fraser  Inttituts  *  for  the  puipoees  herein  declared." 
—In  a  suit  by  the  Bespondents  as  the  hein  and 
representatives  of  the  testator  to  set  aside  the 
above  disposition : — Hdd  (reversing  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canadii), 
that  it  ought  to  be  sustained.   It  was  a  disposition 
for  a  lawful   purpose   within  the   meanmg  of 
Art.  869  of  the  Canadian  Code;  while  as  to  the 
bequest  in  fiavour  of  a  corporation  to  be  thereafter 
formed,  there  was  no  restriction  against  it  to  be 
found  in  the  Code;  and  as  to  the  devise,  the  pro- 
hibitions contained  in  sects.  366  and  836  of  the 
Code  relate  to  the  acquisition  of  immoveable  pro- 
perty by  corporations  already  formed.    A  devise 
by  which  property  is  given,  not  to  trustees  with 
power  of  perpetual   succession,  but  simply  to 
trustees  directed  to  convey  to  a  corporation  onlv 
in  the  event  of  its  being  lawfully  created  with 
permission  to  possess  it,  is  not  within  the  scope  of 
the  said  seoiions.— ffeld,  further,  that  the  gift  not 
having  been  made  to  a  society  not  in  existence  at 
the  testator's  death,  but  to  intermediate  fiduciary 
legatees,  whose   appointment   is   permitted   by 
sect  869  of  the  Canadian  Code,  old  not  lapse. 
Under  Article  838  the  capacity  of  the  substituted 
society  to  receive  is  to  be  considered  relatively  to 
the  time  when  the  right  to  receive  comes  into 
effect.    The  second  article  of  the  King's  Edict  of 
1743  is  abrogated  by  the  OirtZ  Code  of  Canada, 
as  being  contrary  to  or  Inconsistent  with  its  pro- 
vLdons. — ^But' apart  therefrom  the  gift  beinff  on 
an  implied  condition,  the  fulfilment  of  which 
would  render  it  lawi^  is  not  illegal  as  a  gift  in 
mortmain. — AUarMy-Qeneral  v.  Bowyer  (3  Ves. 
724)  approved.    Abbott  v,  Fbaseb  -      96 
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